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The House met at 11 a.m.

Rev. Elmer N. Witt, retired Lutheran
pastor, Tacoma, WA, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

God of Sarah and Abraham, whose
name is Wonderful, Counselor, You are
our nourishing Mother, our compas-
sionate Father. Before the awesome re-
sponsibilities of this day and this life,
we turn to You for our bearings and
Your blessings. We depend on Your
commitment to humanity and to cre-
ation: to hear our pleadings, to right
our wrongs, to heal our failures, to fill
our needs, to empower our discussions,
and our decisions with Your love. In
the midst of increasing hopelessness,
enable us to invest our lives in our
words and Your strength in our deeds.
We ask this for the well-being of all
people, in this Nation among nations.
Lead us to be the best we can be, Gra-
cious God, in Your holy name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. METCALF] come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance?

Mr. METCALF led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, our
Contract With America states that on
the first day of a Republican House we
will force Congress to live under the
same laws as everyone else, that we
will cut one-third of the committee
staff, cut the congressional budget, and
Mr. President, we have done that.

Mr. President, in the next 79 days, we
will vote on the following 10 items: A
balanced budget amendment, which be-
gins today, and a line-item veto, a new
crime bill to stop violent criminals,
welfare reform to encourage work, not
dependence, family reinforcement to
crack down on deadbeat dads and to
protect our children, tax cuts for fami-
lies to lift government’s burden from
middle-income Americans, national se-
curity restoration to protect our free-
doms, Senior Citizens’ Equity Act to
allow our seniors to work without gov-
ernment penalty, government regula-
tion and unfunded mandate reforms,
commonsense legal reforms to end friv-
olous lawsuits; and congressional term
limits to make Congress a citizen legis-
lature once again.

This, Mr. Speaker, is our Contract
With America.

THE BALANCED BUDGET AMEND-
MENT, A CULMINATION OF LEG-
ISLATION AND WORK BY DEMO-
CRATIC AS WELL AS REPUB-
LICAN MEMBERS

(Mr. DE LA GARZA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, Jan-
uary 4, 1965, my first day in the Con-
gress of the United States as a Demo-
cratic Member from Texas, | intro-
duced a balanced budget amendment.

Mr. Speaker, few cared and less lis-
tened to me at that time. Through the

years, though, it has evolved into now
that every freshman | run into asks me
“Do you want to join my balanced
budget amendment?”’

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that | want
to show my colleagues what we have
done. In the 12 years in which | was
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture, we reduced the budget by $65
billion. If every committee had done
the same way, we would not be talking
about balancing the budget today.

I want to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas, CHARLIE STEN-
HOLM, because the years when | was
serving as chairman, my time was lim-
ited and he took over the job and has
done an excellent job. Today will be
the culmination of my original legisla-
tion and his work through the years.

CONGRESS MUST SPEND TRANS-
PORTATION TRUST FUNDS TO
BUILD INFRASTRUCTURE FOR
AMERICA

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, our
transportation needs in America are
increasing. Passenger travel on our
highways is growing at a rate of about
3 percent a year. By the year 2000, not
too far away, we will experience a 30-
percent increase in freight travel on
our highways.

Also, Mr. Speaker, airline travel con-
tinues to grow. It has doubled in the
past 12 years, from 250 million pas-
sengers a year to 540 million passengers
this past year, and at a 4-percent
growth rate in the next 17 years, we
will experience 1 billion passengers
traveling on commercial airlines every
year.

We need to spend our highway and
aviation trust funds to keep building
infrastructure for America. These
transportation trust funds are deficit

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper containing 100% post consumer waste

H 595



H 596

proof. They are the keys to building for
the future, for getting ready for the
21st century. Our transportation trust
funds are the foundation upon which a
more productive and prosperous Amer-
ica can be built.

SOCIAL SECURITY EXEMPTION RE-
DUCED TO SENSE-OF-CONGRESS
RESOLUTION

(Mr. KLECZKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | take
the floor this morning to expose a
caper which will be unfolding later
today. A couple days ago | and several
of my colleagues went to the Commit-
tee on Rules to ask to be made in order
a balanced budget amendment which
would exempt Social Security.

However, the Committee on Rules did
not report favorably on that, and will
deny us a very clean vote on exempting
Social Security from the balanced
budget amendment. What they did was
produce a sense-of-Congress resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 17, which
would exempt Social Security from
any bills coming out of committees.

Know full well, this is the same
mechanism, Mr. Speaker, that we de-
clare National Pickle Week around
here, so the Republicans are treating
the trust fund for Social Security as if
it were National Pickle Week. Know
full well, it is becoming very clear to
me and other people that the $423 bil-
lion surplus that currently is in the
trust fund will be on the table once
this balanced budget amendment
passes.

| support the balanced budget amend-
ment, but let us not take that contract
we have made with our seniors and de-
stroy it because of this. The end result,
Mr. Speaker, is that once this balanced
budget amendment goes to the States,
it will be defeated.

TRIBUTE TO THE SAN DIEGO
CHARGERS

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
cannot tell the Members the disdain |
have for some of my colleagues for not
supporting the San Diego Chargers. |
rise today to pay tribute to the new
champions of the American Football
Conference, the San Diego Chargers. It
is no secret that America’s finest city
has now America’s finest football
team.

Mr. Speaker, | want to salute presi-
dent Alex Spanos and general manager
Bobby Beathard, who have defied skep-
tics and produced a world class team
through perseverance, hard work, and a
little luck and a little stealth; to coach
Bobby Ross and his team of coaches
who are proven motivators; and, fi-
nally, to the players, the San Diego
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team, a team who the Nation’s experts
picked to finish last.

I would say to the minority, Mr.
Speaker, never ever not support your
home team, but always take the point
spread, and | would say to the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI],
the Sees candy is going to taste great.

AMERICANS GUILTY UNTIL PROV-
EN INNOCENT IN DISPUTES WITH
THE IRS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | say
to my colleagues, tell me, Congress,
when did the IRS waive the Bill of
Rights? Check this out. In Colorado,
the IRS said that David and Millie
Evans owed them $42,000 in back taxes.
Three weeks later they said it was a
mistake, it is $100,000, so they settled it
for $22,000.

Evans sent a check. IRS stamped it,
received it, and IRS called them and
said, “We don’t have your check prove
it.”” They took them to court. They
liened their house. They sold their
business. They took their retirement
account, all their bank accounts.

It went to court, the court said the
Evanses were not guilty. The IRS ap-
pealed the decision, saying the judge
wrongfully instructed the jury by say-
ing the burden of proof was on the IRS.
They said, ‘“You must overturn this be-
cause the tax code is quite clear, the
burden of proof is on the Evanses.”” The
case was overturned.
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Unbelievable, Congress. If there is a
Contract With America, the American
people do support much of your con-
tract. They support this contract, the
basic tenet of our Bill of Rights: you
are innocent until proven guilty, and
damn it, if it is good enough for the
Son of Sam, it is good enough for mom
and dad.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DUNCAN). The Chair would advise the
gentleman from Ohio that he should
avoid profanity in his remarks.

TIME TO KEEP THE PROMISE OF A
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
last night in response to President
Clinton’s State of the Union Message,
New Jersey Governor Christine Todd
Whitman did not need equal time to
get her message across. That message
was clear.

Governor Whitman did
promise change, she delivered.

In New Jersey we cut spending and
taxes. In New Jersey we have a bal-
anced budget. In New Jersey we have
kept our promises.

not just
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Just like New Jersey, Americans
want a smaller smarter government.
They want us to make the tough deci-
sions here. The time for making ex-
cuses is over. The time to act on our
promises is now. It has worked in New
Jersey and it can work here in Wash-
ington.

TRUTH-IN-BUDGETING
AMENDMENT

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, last night
in the President’s State of the Union
Message he laid out his challenges for
this Congress and for the American
people to fulfill in the next year. The
President asked that these challenges
be met in an open, honest bipartisan
debate on all of the issues like the bal-
anced budget amendment.

As the President mentioned in his re-
marks, we Democrats support a bal-
anced budget amendment, with a full
and honest debate, not just between
majority and minority Members but
with the American people.

The American people want to know,
as we begin this debate, how are we to
balance this budget by the year 2002.

Today we will have an opportunity as
we begin this debate to vote for a
truth-in-budgeting amendment by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ConN-
YERS]. | urge all of my colleagues to
support the truth-in-budgeting amend-
ment which will tell us how we get to
a balanced budget by the year 2002.

How else can we assure the American
people they will have a opportunity to
participate in this debate, to know
whether or not there will be cuts in
Medicare, to know whether or not
there will be cuts in Social Security?
The only way to guarantee it is truth
in budgeting.

Support the Conyers amendment.

PASS A BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT TO PROTECT OUR
CHILDREN’S FUTURE

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, | would
like today to welcome some young peo-
ple from my district from the Athens
Academy in Georgia who are here in
the gallery.

I rise today in support of the bal-
anced budget amendment for young
people just like these folks here and
young people across the Nation, and
my granddaughter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman should avoid references to
those in the gallery.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. NORWOOD. We need the bal-
anced budget amendment to force dis-
cipline on this body. This Nation is $5
trillion in debt. It is a debt that we are
going to pass on to these young people
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unless we act now. It is a debt that
continues to grow. It is not enough to
say that we would like to have a bal-
anced budget. Were it that easy, we
would have done it at least once during
their lifetime.

It is clear after 25 years, that we
must pass the balanced budget amend-
ment to force this body to act.

Mr. Speaker, we must protect their
future. We must take a stand here
today so that the next generation will
not bear the burden of our mistakes.

| urge my colleagues to support the
balanced budget amendment.

DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO A
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
after all of the smoke and hot air
clears from the debate on the balanced
budget amendment, what is the dif-
ference between the two parties on this
issue?

First, we Democrats support a bal-
anced budget, many of us a constitu-
tional amendment, but unlike the Re-
publicans, we want to specify where
the cuts are so that the American peo-
ple know and the States can plan ade-
quately.

We Democrats support the Constitu-
tion and will oppose a supermajority
that is clearly unconstitutional. The
Republicans do not.

We Democrats believe Social Secu-
rity should be excluded, and have an
amendment clearly stating that. Re-
publicans have an innocuous amend-
ment that better should be known as
the ‘““Endangered Chicago Seat Protec-
tion Act.”

Mr. Speaker, the President last night
was bipartisan. He was positive, and we
should do the same in this body.

TEN REASONS WHY THE AMER-
ICAN PEOPLE DESERVE A BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
the top 10 reasons why the American

people deserve a balanced budget
amendment:

No. 10, fiscal discipline does not
work.

No. 9, we need to make it as difficult
to get into debt as it is going to be to
get out of it.

No. 8, the national debt is $4.6 tril-
lion and climbing.

No. 7, 80 percent of the American peo-
ple want it.

No. 6, since the people cannot raise
their annual income just to meet their
bills, Congress should not be able to ei-
ther.

No. 5, contrary to Democratic rhet-
oric, tax increases may have never bal-
anced the budget.
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No. 4, it is in the Contract With
America.

No. 3, businesses balance their budg-
ets, families balance their budgets.
Now it is time for the House of Rep-
resentatives to balance the budget.

No. 2, if we do not pass a balanced
budget amendment, even Big Bird will
not be able to teach our young children
to count as high as the debt is going.

And the No. 1 reason why the Amer-
ican people deserve a balanced budget
amendment: Because it would protect
the Social Security trust fund from
tax-and-spend bureaucrats.

FEEL GOOD RESOLUTION

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
teresting, when | reviewed this morn-
ing House Resolution 44 brought up by
the Rules Committee, that | find that
the first order of business is not a bal-
anced budget amendment but it is real-
ly a fraud on the House of Representa-
tives and the American people, which
is known as House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 17. It is a feel gooder. It does not
have any effect. It is not even ever
going to be signed into law. It is sup-
posedly going to tell the people, our
senior citizens who receive Social Se-
curity, that they are not going to be
touched. Well, folks, that is not the ef-
fect of a concurrent resolution. That
basically is a fraud.

The other thing | find in this rule,
this is very interesting, is that the
other body, the Republican Party, the
majority have now admitted that the
House Committee on the Judiciary did
not follow the rules when they marked
up the budget resolution for a balanced
budget. Right in here it says, ‘‘Points
of order against consideration of the
joint resolution for failure to comply
with clause 2(g)(3) of rule Xl are
waived.”’

That is an admission, that is an ad-
mission that the Committee on the Ju-
diciary did not follow the rules of the
House when they marked up the bal-
anced budget amendment.

Why should we waive that rule? Why
should we say that the Committee on
the Judiciary does not have to follow
the rules of the House?

BALANCED BUDGET

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, at the
end of every month Americans sit down
with a checkbook in one hand and a
stack of bills in the other. They realize
that you cannot continue to spend
what you do not have.

But Congress has never fully accept-
ed that concept. Mr. Speaker, for dec-
ades Congress has led this Nation into
a sea of red ink. Clearly a constitu-
tional amendment is now the only way
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to rescue Congress from itself, and to
force it to do what 80 percent of our
constituents would have us do; that is,
balance the budget.

Some say we do not need an amend-
ment to balance the budget, we just
says ‘“‘no’’ to the special interests.
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They say just balance the budget.
They are wrong, tragically wrong.

Jefferson said, ‘““let no more be said
of confidence in men but bind them
down from mischief by the chains of
the Constitution.”

TWO MEN WORTHY OF PRAISE

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to commend two individ-
uals who yesterday performed acts
worthy of praise, one a Democrat, and
one a Republican.

The first, Mr. Speaker, is President
Clinton, who last night delivered a
State of the Union Address in this
Chamber that laid out a vision for our
Nation. It is a vision in which law-
makers put aside their partisan dif-
ferences and work together for the
common good, for the well-being of the
American people. It is a vision he calls
the new covenant.

The second individual | want to com-
mend, Mr. Speaker, is Congressman
GERALD SOLOMON, the chairman of the
Committee on Rules in this House.
Yesterday, in the spirit of the new cov-
enant, Mr. SOLOMON decided to remove
from the wall of his committee room
the portrait of Howard W. Smith, a
portrait that many Members of this
House felt was unworthy to hang in a
place of such distinction.

I want to thank Chairman SOLOMON.
He is a man of honor, integrity, and
good will.

These two men, President Clinton
and GERALD SOLOMON, deserve our
thanks and our praise.

THE STATE OF THE UNION
SPEECH

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, my good
friend, JOHN LEwIS, the only two in ei-
ther Chamber that were there the day
Martin Luther King gave his stirring
speech, | hate to disagree with him on
anything, but | was offended by Clin-
ton’s speech last night on 15 points.

I will do a 5-minute special order to-
night | have just signed up for. | can
only mention four.

The first one is new covenant. The
Ark of the Covenant was the Old Cov-
enant. The New Covenant was the Son
of God, Jesus Christ. | was offended
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when he used that term in New York at
the Democratic Convention. He re-
peated it over and over and over again
last night.

No. 2, to put a Medal of Honor winner
in the gallery that joined the Marine
Corps at 16, fudging his birth certifi-
cate, that pulled that second grenade
under his stomach, miraculously sur-
viving and saving his four friends, he
did that 6 days past his 17th birthday.

Does Clinton think putting a Medal
of Honor winner up there is not going
to recall for most of us that he avoided
the draft three times and put teenagers
in his place possibly to go to Vietnam?

No. 3, the line on the cold war, . . .

By the way, Mr. Speaker, the second
amendment is not for Killing little
ducks and leaving Huey and Dewey and
Louis without an aunt and uncle. It is
for hunting politicians, like Grozny,
1776, when they take your independ-
ence away.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | move the gentleman’s words be
taken down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DuUNCAN). For what purpose does the
gentleman rise?

Mr. FAZIO of California. You cannot
just do that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
Members will suspend. The Clerk will
report the words spoken by the gen-
tleman.

0O 1125
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DuNCcAN). The gentleman will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, a num-
ber of Members were not on the floor,
including myself, when the gentleman
uttered his words. Is it possible to have
those words read back so that we can
all hear it?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DuUNCAN). The gentleman is correct.

The Clerk will report the words.

The Clerk read as follows:

Even Andrea Mitchell of NBC took note
that is Ronald Reagan’s prerogative, George
Bush’s and all of us who wore the uniform or
served in a civilian capacity to crush the evil
empire. Clinton gave aid and comfort to the
enemy.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DUNCAN). In the opinion of the Chair,
that is not a proper reference to the
President. Without objection, the
words are stricken from the RECORD.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the words are stricken from
the RECORD.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, |
think the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] owes the entire institu-
tion, the Congress, and the President
an apology.

Mr. DORNAN. Hell no; hell, no.
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Mr. FAZIO of California. We have a
Commander in Chief. We have to have
a certain decorum here and respect for
the body, if not for the individual. We
have a respect for the person who is
our Commander in Chief.

I would like to know that the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
not only understands that but will
apologize to his colleagues and to the
President for his behavior.

Mr. DORNAN. Unanimous consent to
proceed for 15 seconds?

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzI0] has
the floor at this moment.

Mr. FAZIO of California. | would be
happy to yield to my colleague from
California, since | have the time, to
hear his response.

Mr. DORNAN. Will
yield?

Mr. FAZIO of California. | yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN. To my distinguished
friend and colleague, Maj. Earl Kolbile,
Lt. Comdr. J3.J. Connell was beaten to
death in Hanoi. | have had friends beat-
en to death in Hanoi, tortured and
beaten. You have not.

Mr. FAZIO of California. | have asked
the gentleman——

Mr. DORNAN. | will not withdraw
my remarks. | will not only not apolo-
gize, . . .

I will accept the discipline of the
House.

Mr. VOLKMER. | ask that the words
of the gentleman from California be
taken down.

Mr. DORNAN. Good, I will leave the
floor, no apology, and | will not speak
the rest of the day. The truth is the
truth.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
House will be in order. The gentleman’s
words have already been taken
down—

Mr. VOLKMER. Those words, those
words.

Mr. FAZIO of California. The gen-
tleman is challenging the words that
were uttered in response to my ques-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair rules that those words as follows
“l believe the President did give aid
and comfort to the enemy, Hanoi,”
were also out of order. The Chair has
ruled that, based on the precedents of
the House, the words of the gentleman
from California were out of order, and
without objection, both sets of words
will be stricken from the RECORD.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and | will not ob-
ject unless | do not get a satisfactory
answer to my concerns, my concerns
were with, frankly, more than just the
words that were read. | was particu-
larly concerned with the last sentence
or two of the gentleman from Califor-
nia’s statement,and | would like those
words as well to be read to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has just ruled that those words

the gentleman
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were the same words essentially as
those earlier taken down and pre-
viously ruled out of order.

The Chair has ruled that those words
were also out of order.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I think the Chair
misinterprets my comments, and per-
haps | was not clear. The words I am
referring to were the original 1-minute
statement by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DORNAN], and | am particu-
larly concerned with the last two lines
of it, and | would like them read back
to the House.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
DuNcAN). The gentleman will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BONIOR. The Speaker in pre-
vious days has asked that the gen-
tleman in question, upon words being
taken down, be seated.

Would that not be a proper request to
be made at this point?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct. The gentleman from California
[Mr. DorNAN] should be seated at this
point.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
did say that he understood the rules of
the House, that he had been censured
under the rules of the House for what
he said, and he will not speak for the
next 24 hours on the floor of the House,
and it strikes me that we are operating
under the rules.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | think
the request made by the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAzI0] is still a
valid and much-needed request and, in
addition to that, | would certainly like
to hear the last two lines of the gentle-
man’s original statement.

Mr. FAZIO of California. | have a
parliamentary inquiry of the Speaker
at this point.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. FAZIO of California. When the
Speaker rules that the gentleman
should not be allowed to speak for 24
hours, does that encompass remarks
that might be placed in the RECORD,
participation in special orders, and
other activities that might not involve
the gentleman speaking on the floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the
House’s determination as to whether or
not the Member should be allowed to
proceed in order for the remainder of
the day. That determination shall not
be made by the Chair.

Mr. FAZIO of California. In other
words, is the House required to vote on
whether or not remarks should be
placed in the RECORD?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unpar-
liamentary remarks cannot be inserted
in the RECORD.

Mr. FAZIO of California. But re-
marks that are not ruled unparliamen-
tary may be placed in the RECORD if
they are not uttered on the floor; is
that the ruling of the Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unpar-
liamentary remarks should not be in-
serted in the RECORD in any manner or
form.

Mr. FAZIO of California. They should
not be inserted at any time, but there
is a particular provision that we are
dealing with here which removes the
Member from the ability to commu-
nicate with his colleagues here.

Is that communication written as
well as oral?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
RECORD the gentleman is correct.

Mr. FAZIO of California. So in other
words, just to confirm the Speaker’s
ruling, we will not read or hear from
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DoORNAN] for the next 24 hours; is that
correct?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unless
the House permits him to proceed in
order, the gentleman is correct.

Mr. FAZIO of California. And for the
House to permit that would require a
majority vote?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It would
require either unanimous consent or a
majority vote of the House to permit
the gentleman to proceed in order.

Mr. FAZIO of California. | appreciate
the Speaker clarifying the situation.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is
on his feet. Is he not supposed to re-
main seated until the determination?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman can either be seated or leave
the Chamber.

Mr. BONIOR. He chose to leave the
Chamber; OK.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is it the
Chair’s understanding that the final
words in the original 1-minute are in-
cluded in the gentleman’s request?

Mr. BONIOR. The Speaker is correct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is attempting to have them tran-
scribed at this moment.

The Clerk will report the words in
the original 1-minute.

The Clerk read as follows:

By the way, Mr. Speaker, the Second
Amendment is not for killing little ducks
and leaving Huey, Duey and Louie without
an aunt and uncle. It is for hunting politi-
cians, like Grozny, 1776, when they take your
independence away. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair sees nothing unparliamentary
about those words.

Without objection, the words already
ruled out of order will be stricken from
the RECORD.

There was no objection.
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TAKE A LOOK UNDER THE HOOD

OF THE BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT
(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, it is
very hard to take the well after such
an emotional time. | think Americans
all wish we could get on with business
and stop this kind of partisan fire-
works, and yet today is the day where
I think, if a lot of Americans knew
what kind of business we were going to
do, and we were really going to be giv-
ing them the business, they would
want this partisan fireworks to con-
tinue.

We are going to take up a balanced
budget amendment. | say to my col-
leagues:

“When you read the rule, you will
find out that in the Judiciary Commit-
tee we didn’t have proper notice. As
you know, the major amendments were
never dealt with. We rolled it out here
to the floor, and the very first thing we
are going to do today is take up a reso-
lution saying, ‘Oops. Well, we really
don’t mean Social Security to be in-
cluded.” But if you think that resolu-
tion is going to outweigh a constitu-
tional amendment, you’re wrong. This
kind of haste is going to make people
very, very angry. You don’t buy a car
without looking under the hood, and
don’t buy this today. It really is not
what you think it is.”

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE DEMAND
A BALANCED BUDGET AMEND-
MENT

(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, change is
scary, especially for the folks who
liked things the way they were. But
my job is to do the people’s work.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have spoken. They want a leaner and
less intrusive government. They want
us to put our financial house in order.
And finally, they want us to end poli-
tics as usual.

Congress has been on a spending
binge that has clearly lasted too long.
This binge has created a huge national
debt that is costing our country $816
million every day in interest alone.

The American people demand that we
get our financial house in order. It is
time to end the bickering and get down
to work. It is time to show the courage
needed to pass a balanced budget
amendment. For too long Congress has
spent and spent, passing the bill on to
our children and our grandchildren.
This has got to end.

I recognize that the road ahead will
be tough. | also recognize there will be
resistance. We must pass a balanced
budget amendment.
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THE GREATEST INCENTIVE TO
WORK IN AMERICA IS THE ABIL-
ITY TO EARN A DECENT WAGE

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, | rise this
morning to say that the President got
it right last night. He talked about em-
powering people, and critically he said,
“You’ve got to pay a decent wage.”” He
suggests that the greatest incentive to
work in America is the ability to earn
a livable wage.

Mr. Speaker, | recall commenting
about a seamstress who, when told, ““If
you got an increase in the minimum
wage, you might lose your job,” told a
reporter, ‘“‘Look. I'll take my chances
with a job. I want a better wage.”’

There are young people all through-
out my district who say the same
thing:

““Congressman, we want to work, but
it’s got to pay a decent wage.”’

The President pointed out last night
that at the current minimum wage
level of $4.25 an average American
makes $8,840 a year, less than we make
in 1 month. I think that is very telling
because subsequent to his speech last
night the American people in poll re-
sults said by a margin of 72 percent
that they wanted a livable wage.

Ladies and gentlemen of America,
there is a difference. The President has
got it right. Let us pay a decent wage.

HAS THE PRESIDENT BECOME A
REPUBLICAN?

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | say to my
colleagues, ““Don’t get excited, every-
one. | don’t want to cause any par-
liamentary problems here today, and |
certainly don’t intend to impugn any-
one’s motives or integrity, but after
listening to the President’s speech last
night, 1 have to ask the question that
all of America wants to know: Has the
President become a Republican?”’

Mr. Speaker, some in the Chamber
might not take kindly to that label,
but to most of us we consider it to be
a badge of honor, and | say to my col-
leagues, “‘If you’ve read recent polls, it
appears that, as the President has, the
American people are demanding the
same Republican principles of smaller,
less costly government, greater indi-
vidual freedom based on personal re-
sponsibility.”

That is exactly what the President
embraced last night, and that is ex-
actly the premise of our Republican
Contract With America. Mr. Speaker,
it is good to see the President has
joined with a majority of the voters in
supporting the Republican agenda. We
are the party of forgive and forget, and
we welcome him to our cause.
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THE REPUBLICAN MAGIC MAS-
SAGE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the day that Congress votes on the bal-
anced budget amendment | am troubled
by the fact that the Republicans still
have not told the American people
where the cuts are coming from. One
thing the Republicans are telling us,
however, is that they want to change
the Consumer Price Index with smoke
and mirrors. They want to change the
way the Consumer Price Index is cal-
culated.

What does that mean? It means that
Social Security benefits will be cut by
$27 billion, cutting benefits for 42 mil-
lion senior citizens. Republican recal-
culation of the Consumer Price Index
means taxes will be increased by $21
billion, raising taxes on 114 million
families.

Wait a second. Are these the two
steps Republicans promised not to
take, cutting Social Security and rais-
ing taxes? Republicans again want to
magically massage budget numbers to
balance the budget. Perhaps, Mr.
Speaker, we can now expect Repub-
licans to name David Copperfield as
the new CBO Director.

Mr. Speaker, Republican smoke and
mirrors will not fool the American pub-
lic.

0O 1148
MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
last night we heard President Clinton
call for an increase in the minimum
wage. Leon Panetta claims such an in-
crease will ““keep people interested in
work rather than in welfare.”

It must have been a busy week for
the writers over at the White House.
Not only did they have to write a State
of the Union Address, but they had to
rewrite basic economic theory as well.

Last Wednesday, Mr. Carlos Bonilla,
an economist at the Employment Poli-
cies Institute, testified before the Op-
portunities Committee. He argued that
low wage jobs, not job training pro-
grams, provide the best means to break
the cycle of dependency. He also
warned that raising the minimum wage
would deprive many welfare recipients
of the opportunity to work their way
off welfare.

I urge my colleagues, who believe
that raising the minimum wage rate
will help the poor, to review Mr.
Bonilla’s testimony. The President’s
intentions may be good, but raising the
minimum wage is bad policy.

As the House begins to consider legis-
lation that will move welfare recipi-
ents toward self-sufficiency let us not
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lift the bottom rung of the occupa-
tional ladder beyond their reach.

SOUND FAMILIAR?

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, can
anyone seriously tell me what was dif-
ferent in last night’'s State of the
Union Address from what the President
has done in his previous two addresses,
I mean besides the fact that it was
longer?

There is nothing wrong with the
President’s words; it is not the Presi-
dent’s speeches that have put him in
the fix he is in, it is his actions, and
the quicker the President figures that
out the better off we all will be.

The President says he wants less
Federal spending and a smaller, more
efficient Government. If that is the
case, | hope he supports the tax limita-
tion balanced budget amendment that
we will vote on today.

The President says he wants to re-
duce unfunded Federal mandates on
State and local governments. If that is
the case, he should tell our Democrat
colleagues to stop these obstructionist
tactics we have seen that have stalled
the reform bill that we have been
working on all week.

The President says he wants to end
welfare as we know it. If that is the
case, then he should support the Re-
publican contract bill which will fun-
damentally change the role of welfare
in our society. But the President prob-
ably will not do that, and next year he
will come back with a speech that will
sound familiar to us all.

MIDDLE CLASS PROMISED PRO-
TECTION IN PRESIDENT’S POSI-
TIVE AGENDA

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, last night
the American people heard President
Clinton present a positive agenda for
America’s long forgotten middle class.
He held out an olive branch to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
and said the Democrats and Repub-
licans must come together for the pub-
lic good.

But the President also made it very
clear that we will not allow the new
Republican majority to undermine the
progress we have made in fighting
crime, protecting the environment, and
improving education. When the Repub-
licans propose radical ideas like elimi-
nating the FDA, federalizing divorce
laws, criminalizing abortions, and
slashing Medicare and Social Security,
we will oppose them every step of the
way. We want to move this country
ahead to the 21st century, not go back
to the 19th.
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We are going to continue to fight for
our hard-working families. We will
work to pass a middle class tax cut to
help families pay the mortgage and
send their children to school. We will
continue to reinvent government and
cut bureaucracy, and we will not slash
Social Security and Medicare. Can our
Republicans say the same?

THE REPUBLICAN PROMISE TO
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, some of the President’s remarks
last night gave us reason to hope. The
President has done that before. How-
ever, let us remember that hopeful
rhetoric does not always lead to action.

I know what kind of action the
American people want. Back in Novem-
ber the voters sent us a message—it is
time to change Congress, no more
overbloated, big spending, big govern-
ment status quo. The American people
demand change.

Republicans are working to keep our
promise to the American people. We
are committed to reducing the size,
scope, and cost of our Federal Govern-
ment. We are passing unfunded man-
dates legislation and balancing the
budget because that is what the Amer-
ican people want.

They want no rhetoric, just action. |
hope the President’s party will join us
in a bipartisan way to deliver the peo-
ple the action they want.

A NEED TO SPECIFY WHERE THE
CUTS TAKE PLACE

(Mr. POMEROY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, at the
finest moments of the State of the
Union speech last night the President
stressed bipartisan responses to the
problems which face this country.

I believe the new majority is making
a serious mistake in its tough partisan
response to his and other viewpoints.
This partisanship is evidenced in many
ways, including the wholly inappropri-
ate words uttered by the gentleman
from California a few minutes ago.

It is also evident in majority efforts
to stop this House from considering re-
quirements that the balanced budget
amendment specify where the cuts will
come from. Every single balanced
budget amendment proposal considered
by this body should specify where the
cuts will come. | favor a balanced budg-
et amendment, but | deeply regret that
the new majority has not even allowed
us to vote on whether every proposal
should specify where the cuts will be.
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OFF TO A GREAT START ON THE
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, Americans
want change. They want a balanced
budget amendment, unfunded mandate
reform, a line-item veto, and a middle
class tax cut. People want change to
make their lives easier and to get gov-
ernment off their backs. People want
less government, lower taxes, and more
control over their lives.

Just look at the November election
results. Last night | was listening to
President Clinton express the same
ideas. He suggested that we stop impos-
ing mandates on States, that we adopt
a line-item veto to slash pork-barrel
spending, and that we work together
for a $500 middle class tax cut.

Mr. Clinton, welcome to the Repub-
lican philosophy.

This is the Contract With America.
The Republican Party campaigned for
and the American people supported our
contract. We are off to a great start, so
let us begin working together to
achieve these goals for the people by
starting with the balanced budget
amendment.

RUSH TO JUDGMENT ON MEXICAN
LOAN GUARANTEE

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
Contract With America does not in-
clude a $40 billion bailout provision for
Mexico, and, therefore, | cannot fath-
om the need to rush to judgment that
we are seeing in this House.

This proposal is moving faster than a
bullet train without brakes, and we are
talking about $40 billion of U.S. loan
guarantees.

Now, there is a hearing today, but it
is only with administration witnesses.
No dissenters need apply. The Inter-
national Relations Committee, | under-
stand, is holding no hearings. They are
going to go direct to the Rules Com-
mittee and on to this floor.

Each Member has a fiduciary respon-
sibility to the taxpayers of this coun-
try, and it is not to rush to judgment
on $40 billion of loan guarantees. We
heard the Mexican Government say
they want no conditions. | cannot go to
a bank, you cannot go to a bank and
say you want to impose the conditions
under which you get a loan.

Mr. Speaker, let us not rush to judg-
ment. Let us think about what we are
doing. Let us exercise our fiduciary re-
sponsibility.
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GIVE PEOPLE CHANGE

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, it was an
honor last night to sit in this Chamber
and listen to all three of the Presi-
dent’s speeches: The one to the Repub-
licans, the one to the Democrats, and
the one to the people. Clearly the
President has heard the real State of
the Union, which was given by the peo-
ple last November 8.

However, the President failed to com-
prehend how serious the people are
about passing a balanced budget
amendment with a strong tax limita-
tion. Without a supermajority to raise
taxes, Congress will be tempted to bal-
ance the books on the backs of working
families and the middle class, and they
just cannot afford for that to happen
again.

Instead, each of us needs to make a
commitment to spend the people’s
money as if it were our own. We need
to sit down in a bipartisan manner and
get the scalpel out and begin to cut
government. Like the President said
last night, let us change the govern-
ment; let us make it smaller, less cost-
ly, and smarter, leaner, not meaner.

I am here because the people of Kan-
sas wanted real change. Now let us put
it into action. Let us given it to them,
with a balanced budget amendment and
a strong tax limitation.

DO NOT RETURN TO UGLINESS OF
THE PAST

(Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday members of the
Congressional Black Caucus took a
stand against allowing a symbol of seg-
regation and racial division to be hon-
ored in the House of Representatives. |
refer to the decision which was made
earlier by Members of the new major-
ity party to replace the portrait of
Claude Pepper, a great humanitarian
and champion of civil rights and older
Americans, with a painting of a re-
nowned segregationist and outspoken
defender of slavery, former Representa-
tive Howard W. Smith. | commend Rep-
resentative LEwis of Georgia for speak-
ing out on this issue, and let me also
point out that the new chairman of the
Rules Committee, our colleague GER-
ALD SoLoMON of New York, to his cred-
it, heard our grievance and agreed to
remove the portrait. We appreciate his
response, but I am disturbed by what
appears to be a pattern of turning back
the clock on the progress in racial rela-
tions. This incident comes on the heels
of the controversy over the hiring of
the House Historian, Christine Jeffrey,
who insisted that schoolchildren must
be fair to the Ku Klux Klan, a secret
society who appears in white sheets
and who have terrorized African-Amer-
icans, Jews, Roman Catholics, and oth-
ers they find unacceptable.
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Mr. Speaker, | hope these incidents
are just the result of errors made in
haste during the rush of the first 100
days, and not a more sinister campaign
to return to the ugliness of the past.

ACT NOW ON CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, last
night President Clinton gave a great
marching speech. Left-right, left-right,
left-right. At times he was Reagan, at
times he was Dukakis. But in the end
it was the same old stuff, the White
House weather vane rides again. In the
final analysis of his 1% hour vague, me-
andering, heartwarming tales of innu-
endo, insinuations and soft truths, we
were led to nowhere.

In contrast, New Jersey Governor
Christine Wittman said ‘“‘Actions will
always speak louder than words.”’

Let us today start with actions by
passing the balanced budget amend-
ment, go on to prohibit unfunded man-
dates, follow it up with the line-item
veto, and the rest of the elements of
the Contract With America, which is
what the American people wanted and
how they spoke November 8.

SPELL OUT PLAN FOR BALANCED
BUDGET

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, amending
the Constitution is always very serious
business. The balanced budget amend-
ment is particularly serious when, as
proposed in the contract, it is to be
joined with an increase in military
spending, a cut in taxes, and a promise
not to touch Social Security. And, to
boot, we are supposed to make it al-
most impossible ever to consider even
an emergency tax increase on upper in-
come Americans if that were necessary
to reach balance. In other words, it is
all to be done, all $1 trillion-plus, by
2002 by cuts in spending.

Now the advocates of this approach
say it can be done. Assuming they are
speaking in good faith, that must mean
they have some plan for getting it
done, and if they have such a plan, it
seems to me they ought to let the
American people know what is in it.

Let us know where this road leads be-
fore we start down it, promising to get
to the other end. And if they do not
have a plan, then let us know that now
too.

Unfortunately, however, the Commit-
tee on Rules refused to make in order
an amendment that would give the
American people the right to know.
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ACTIONS SPEAK LOUDER THAN
WORDS

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, last
night this Chamber was treated to
quite a speech. At times it sounded as
though the President had finally heard
the message that the American people
sent last November. Americans want
smaller government and less taxes. In
fact, there were times | was expecting
the President to pull out his copy of
the Contract With America and put his
signature on it.

But, Mr. Speaker, actions speak loud-
er than words. If the President is truly
serious about reducing the burden and
size of the Federal Government, | chal-
lenge him to join with the new Repub-
lican majority and help pass the bal-
anced budget amendment. Only with a
balanced budget amendment will Con-
gress have the backbone and discipline
to end the irresponsible and wasteful
spending that has engaged this body in
the last 2% decades.

WE NEED TO GET OUR OWN HOUSE
IN ORDER

(Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, last
night the President was gracious in his
calls for bipartisanship whenever pos-
sible in doing the people’s business.
One area for such bipartisan approach
is the areas he suggested for tax deduc-
tions for postsecondary education. This
is in the best tradition of this country,
because we know that the surest route
to success is education.

However, before we can do the peo-
ple’s business, we have to get our own
house in order. It does no one any good
to have someone come to this floor and
impugn the patriotism of the President
of the United States. Freedom of
speech is the basis of our Government.
It is what every one of us stands for.
But when someone unfairly attacks the
President of the United States on this
floor, we weaken our Government, we
weaken each and every one of us on
whatever side of the aisle. It should
end, it is unacceptable, and it is wrong,
and the people do not want it.

PASS THE BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT

(Mr. BUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. BUNN. Mr. Speaker, today, the
House of Representatives takes up the
balanced budget amendment again.
This House has repeatedly rejected the
balanced budget amendment. In that
time our Government has grown ever
larger, our taxes continue to increase,
and the crushing burden of debt has
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reached the breaking point. Either this
House will pass the balanced budget
amendment, or we will continue to
condemn future generations of Ameri-
cans to a lifetime of penance for our
mistakes.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have grown cynical about the ability of
their Government to control spending,
and why should they not? For decades
we have raised taxes rather than mak-
ing the tough decisions necessary to
cut spending and balance the budget.
Now we have one last chance to force
the Government to live within its
means. We must pass the balanced
budget amendment and save our grand-
children from a debt they did not run
up and they do not deserve.

PROTECT SOCIAL SECURITY IN
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. BECERRA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, while
some Republicans talk about buckling
knees, President Clinton’s stance last
night was bold and firm: Cut the deficit
and balance the budget, but not on the
backs of our senior citizens and chil-
dren.

The Republicans’ so-called balanced
budget amendment requires $1.2 tril-
lion in cuts. But get this, they will not
tell us how they are going to get there.
We do know one thing for sure: Repub-
licans will not exempt Social Security
and Medicare. In fact, during a recent
hearing on the balanced budget amend-
ment in the Committee on the Judici-
ary, every Republican but one voted
against an amendment to protect So-
cial Security from the budget ax.

I understand that Speaker GINGRICH
has said in an interview recently that
Social Security is off the table. If this
is so, then why are his Republican col-
leagues voting against such an amend-
ment and why in the past has Speaker
GINGRICH himself said that “‘everything
is on the table’’? Everything includes
Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s words
rang very true last night when he said
the elderly have made us what we are.
And unlike the Republicans, the Presi-
dent’s words were very clear and un-
equivocal when he said “My budget
cuts a lot, but it protects education,
veterans, Social Security, and Medi-
care.”

Mr. Speaker, rather than just talk
about balancing the budget, | challenge
the Republicans to bring their real
budget cleaver out from underneath
the table.

DEMOCRATS ADJUSTING TO
MINORITY STATUS

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I must
say that the Democrats are adjusting
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well to their new minority status. |
thought it would take them at least
several months to completely
marginalize themselves in this Cham-
ber, but they appear to have accom-
plished this in record time.

While Republicans have busied our-
selves at making good on out promises
to the American people to end un-
funded mandates and pass a balanced
budget amendment, the Democrats
have put all of their energy into creat-
ing an atmosphere of cynicism and
mistrust.

But the delay tactics of the Demo-
crats will not prevent us from working
the will of the American people. We
Republicans will pass an unfunded
mandates bill, and, we will pass a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Someone once noted that cynicism is
frustrated idealism. Last November,
the Democrats witnessed the total re-
pudiation of their ideals. Now, they
have reduced themselves to a cynical
display of class-envy and obstruction-
ism.
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BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, last night
President Clinton spoke of a covenant
of rights and responsibilities between
Government and the American people.
Today we begin again the renewal of
our responsibility to manage our Na-
tion’s money with common sense and
discipline.

The issue of balancing the budget is
not a conservative or liberal one, nor is
it an easy one, but it is an essential
one for us in this House, for the Amer-
ican people, and most assuredly, for fu-
ture generations.

The 1980’s saw an explosion of debt in
Government, in business, and in per-
sonal finances. It threatened our eco-
nomic health and strength. We dra-
matically addressed this crisis in 1993,
and the debt is receding, but we must
ensure that the competing demands for
Federal resources do not erode our fis-
cal covenant of responsibility. That is
why | believe it so important for us to
adopt the Stenholm-Schaefer balanced
budget amendment.

CONGRESS NEEDS A THREE-
FIFTHS TAX LIMITATION ON THE
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, the fami-
lies in my home area, Suffolk County,
must live within their means and spend
only what they take in. They have to
live on a balanced family budget, and
in the seven towns and the villages and
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the school districts, they also must
live within their means and on their
budgets as well.

Only in the Nation’s Capital is the
notion an oddity, living within a bal-
anced budget. For decades now the
Congress only seems to know about in-
creased spending, and to feed that ad-
diction with increased taxes.

The Republican majority, in response
to the American people and in concert
with them, have charted a new course,
a course that embraces a balanced
budget with a tax limitation provision.
This is a course that seems unique only
in Washington, DC, but commonplace
everywhere else in the country.

Like an errant child who needs dis-
cipline, Congress needs a three-fifths
tax limitation for that discipline. Let
us pass it before over taxes again.

CONGRESS SHOULD ACCEPT THE
PRESIDENT’S CHALLENGE AND
BEGIN TODAY TO GET TO WORK
FOR AMERICA

(Mr. LUTHER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton’s message last night was the
message | heard from the Minnesotans
I represent throughout last fall’s cam-
paign: If you work hard and play by the
rules, you should be rewarded by a
chance at achieving the American
dream.

As a new Member of this body, Mr.
Speaker, | came here to achieve results
on a bipartisan basis for the people of
my district. | applaud this Congress for
its quick action on congressional re-
form but, Mr. Speaker, | say to the
Members, that is just the beginning.

We must now get to work and fight
to improve the lives of everyday Amer-
icans. Middle-class families are crying
out for jobs that pay a liveable wage,
for an education that provides the
tools for the future, for affordable
health care for themselves and their
kids, and for streets free of violence
and drugs. These are the reasons we
were elected, to improve the lives of
our fellow Americans.

Mr. Speaker, let us accept the Presi-
dent’s challenge, stop the gridlock and
bickering, and get on with making a
better tomorrow. Let us begin today.

THE TAX LIMITATION BALANCED
BUDGET AMENDMENT TO THE
CONSTITUTION

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
today is a historic day. We are going to
consider the tax limitation balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

No one, perhaps except President
Clinton and some of his senior eco-
nomic advisers, seriously questions
whether we should balance the budget
anymore. The question is how to do it.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

In the Contract With America, the
Republican majority says we should
balance the budget with a three-fifths
requirement to raise taxes, and put the
emphasis not on raising taxes but on
cutting spending. Why is this?

If we look at Federal spending over
the last 40 years, there has been no
year in which Federal spending went
down. Every year Federal spending has
gone up. In the years that we have had
major tax increases, and we have had
16 major tax increases in the last 30
years, Federal spending has gone up
and the deficit has gone up also.

Therefore, the American people want
a real change. They want a tax limita-
tion balanced budget amendment that
puts the emphasis on balancing the
budget by cutting spending, not by
raising taxes.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
will vote for the Barton-Hyde-Dade-
Geren balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution with the three-fifths
requirement for a tax increase.

CONGRESS MUST BALANCE THE
BUDGET, BUT DO IT IN THE
RIGHT WAY

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, last night
the President addressed us. We have
heard some of our colleagues indicate
that he was equivocal, that he had one
speech for the left and one speech for
the right.

Indeed, however, Mr. Speaker, the
President was very lucid last night. He
was very clear. What he said is that he
believes in balancing the budget, but
the devil is in the details.

What he said, Mr. Speaker, is that
yes, he embraces some of the principles
in the Contract With America, but, Mr.
Speaker, as every good lawyer and, in-
deed, as every good lawmaker should
know, a contract is only as good as its
terms and conditions. You must look
at the specificities.

The Republicans have not offered us
any specificities on how they intend to
balance the budget. All they can tell us
is if we do not balance the budget, we
will indeed be paying for it with our
children’s future. If we balance the
budget on the backs of our children, on
the backs of our Social Security recipi-
ent, they will indeed by paying for it in
their future.

Mr. Speaker, we must be conscien-
tious. We must listen to the President
of the United States. We must do it
right, but we must do it rightly.

CONGRESS MUST PASS THE BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT TO
PROTECT THE AMERICAN WAY
OF LIFE

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
history puts so much in perspective
and in context. We are going today to
bring forth before this House a con-
stitutional amendment to require that
our Federal budget be balanced.

Very prosperous countries in the
past, very wealthy countries, even in
this hemisphere, for example, Argen-
tina, if we look at the history in the
early part of this century, Argentina
was among the most prosperous coun-
tries in the world. If we look now at
the dilemma that we are faced with in
Mexico, an economy that is part of
NAFTA, and it is a very thriving econ-
omy, these instances in our recent his-
tory and in the recent history of this
hemisphere point to the fact that fiscal
irresponsibility can destroy even pros-
perous, even very growing economies.

When we realize that even Keynes,
Mr. Speaker, never envisioned perma-
nent deficit spending, we realize that
we must put our budget under con-
straints. We must put ourselves under
constraints, as every family in Amer-
ica has to. We must pass this amend-
ment to balance the budget.

URGING THE PRESIDENT TO HELP
IMPLEMENT REFORMS CON-
TAINED IN THE CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

(Mrs. WALDHOLTZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, Re-
publicans in this Chamber have vowed
to keep faith with the American peo-
ple. The Contract With America lays
our specific guidelines to reform the
way the Federal Government conducts
its business.

By ending unfunded mandates, our
Government will stop the process
whereby the Federal Government sim-
ply dictates policy to the States, what-
ever the cost. And, by passing the bal-
anced budget amendment, the Federal
Government will be forced to live with-
in its means, a responsibility that
American families accept everyday.

Mr. Speaker, Americans have over-
whelmingly endorsed this reform agen-
da. We urge the President to help im-
plement this agenda to restore to the
Federal Government the basic values of
accountability, responsibility, and in-
dividual liberty.
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BATTLE OF THE CONTRACTS

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, stay
tuned America for the battle of the
contracts today on the floor of the U.S.
House of Representatives. In one cor-
ner the Republican contract, which
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will bring us today the balanced budget
amendment. And what is included in
the amendment which my Republican
colleague applauds? Opportunities to
make deep, slashing cuts in Social Se-
curity and in Medicare. In fact, every
version of the Republican contract on
the balanced budget amendment leaves
Social Security and Medicare vulner-
able.

How vulnerable? In my home State of
Ilinois some 30 percent in cuts in Med-
icare are projected, reducing the bene-
fits for senior citizens, more out-of-
pocket payments and the closing of
rural and inner-city hospitals.

And in the other corner the Roo-
sevelt Democratic contract. Roo-
sevelt’s contract for Social Security, 60
years now of dignity and independence
for senior citizens, and a Democratic
contract on Medicare, which makes
sure that seniors do not have to worry,
as they did in the past, about the pay-
ment of medical bills.

As Speaker GINGRICH and others
reminisce about FDR, they might want
to reflect on his values and the time-
honored contract he made with the
American people, today, in this debate.

HOW TO SHRINK THE FEDERAL
BUDGET

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, here is
a balanced budget, not a balanced
budget amendment, but a balanced
budget that we voted on last March. Do
my colleagues know what? This budget
did not raise taxes, did not cut Social
Security, did not cut into veterans’
contracts or obligations that we owe
them.

What it did was shrink the size of the
Federal Government. It eliminated 150
programs like the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. It privatized 25
government agencies like the Federal
Aviation Administration. It downsized
the Department of Education, which
has not produced anything in edu-
cation, from 5,000 employees down to
500. Thirty-six thousand Commerce De-
partment employees have not produced
one nickel of profit in America, and we
cut them from 36,000 down to 3,000.

That is how to shrink the size of the
Federal Government. We do not cut So-
cial Security; we do not have to, and
my colleagues know that.

BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT
A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, bal-
ancing the budget is a good idea, but
using our country’s most precious and
time-honored document, the Constitu-
tion, to do it is a bad idea. It is unnec-
essary. It would delay the budget bal-
ancing, and could impede rather than
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advance economic growth. And the 60-
percent supermajority on budget mat-
ters, revenue, and public debt policy
would mean the minority, not the ma-
jority, would control, and gridlock over
our most important fiscal decisions
would result.

During the last Congress we adopted
a budget to cut a record $500 billion
from the deficit. Contrast that with
the new Republican majority proposal
to put off the budget balance in ex-
change for a promise in the Constitu-
tion to do it after 7 years and two pres-
idential elections.

And in fact, the new majority has
steadfastly refused to put its budget-
cutting numbers on the table. We know
why. Our knees would buckle, the
States’ knees would buckle, but most
importantly, the American citizens’
knees would buckle.

CUTTING THE FEDERAL BUDGET

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, my Democrat colleagues
make a strange argument against the
balanced budget amendment. They say
do not pass it because if we do, we will
have to cut spending.

The corollary of that is that they
think it is wise to continue to increase
the deficit $100 to $300 billion every
year for the next decade.

Two, this year the estimates are
down, but Members know a well as | do
it is only a couple of years until they
zoom up to $400 billion a year.

Yes, a balanced budget amendment
will mean that we will have to cut
spending, and to he extent that we do
it honestly by downsizing agencies, by
raising the retirement age so that Fed-
eral employees retire when the rest of
the world retires, by means testing
Medicare premiums, by doing sensible,
realistic, honest changes in Federal
public policy, to that extent, you bet
we will be able to protect Social Secu-
rity, health care security for our sen-
iors, and those programs critical to the
American people.

TRUSTING THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
TO MAKE DECISIONS ON A BAL-
ANCED BUDGET

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, earlier this year the Repub-
licans got quite upset when people
called their Contract With America a
contract on America. Today we are
finding out, in fact, those who called it
a contract on America were more accu-
rate, because it is a contract on our
senior citizens, both to their Social Se-
curity payments and to their health
care coverage given to them under
Medicare.
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The gentleman held up a budget just
a minute ago that he said would bal-
ance the budget. The only problem was
only 73 Members voted for that. The
fact of the matter is that the people
were not prepared to vote for it.

What we see now is the effort of them
to rush the balanced budget amend-
ment through, but not have the cour-
age of their convictions to tell Ameri-
cans in advance where they will cut the
budget. The last time they tried to do
this only 73 Members voted for it. So
what do they want to do now? They
want to rush the balanced budget
through, not have the courage, the ul-
timate cynicism of not trusting, not
trusting the American people to look
at their plan and make a decision
whether they want it or not.

It is balanced budgeting in the dark,
not in the open as they pledged to do.

KEEPING AMERICANS IN THE
DARK ABOUT THE BALANCED
BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, last
night the President said that his budg-
et “‘protects against any cuts in edu-
cation.”

But, the President’s determination to
preserve education funding is on a col-
lision course with the Republican Con-
tract on America. This contract prom-
ises to balance the budget, cut taxes,
and increase military spending, all at
the same time. Clearly this contract is
a puzzle which is missing most of its
pieces.

Today on the House floor we will be
debating one piece of this devious puz-
zle—the balanced budget amendment.
Mr. Speaker, if Republicans stick to
their contract, they will have to cut
more than $1.3 trillion in nonmilitary
programs in the next 7 years.

I ask the Republicans—why won’t
you educate the American people about
the cuts you plan to make in our chil-
dren’s education? Mr. Speaker, our
children and their parents have a right
to know the fine print of the contract.

The Republicans say they want openness in
government, that they want to shine some
light on this institution. But in this week’s de-
bate on the balanced budget amendment, they
are keeping America in the dark about the fu-
ture of children.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. DOYLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the only bipartisan, bi-
cameral balanced budget amendment. |
speak of the Stenholm-Schaefer
amendment, House Resolution 28, of
which I am a cosponsor. | cosponsored
this resolution because | believe it is
absolutely imperative that the 104th
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Congress pass a balanced budget
amendment this year.

Today, we will begin the debate on
several different proposals that have
been introduced as possibilities. All of
these proposals have merit—and | be-
lieve that all of them are serious ef-
forts at formulating the best possible
amendment to the Constitution.

However, I am concerned that we do
not lose sight of our goal. As we engage
in this debate, and examine the
strengths and weaknesses of the var-
ious proposals, | urge my colleagues to
remember how important it is to pass a
balanced budget amendment. Our debt
currently exceeds $4.3 trillion. Since
this House last voted on a balanced
budget amendment last March, our
debt has increased by more than $160
billion.

This country needs a balanced budget
amendment and the Stenholm-Schaefer
amendment is our best hope. While all
other proposals will be dead on arrival
in the Senate—the Stenholm-Schaefer
amendment has the bipartisan support
needed to actually pass in the Senate
and | urge my colleagues to support it.
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THE BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT

(Ms. McCARTHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. MCCARTHY. Madam Speaker, as
debate begins on the balanced budget
amendment, there are two issues we
need to keep in mind.

First, the mere ratification of the
balanced budget amendment will not
balance the budget. Between ratifica-
tion of the amendment and the year
2002—when the amendment would come
into force—we will continue to face
yearly deficits of $200 billion. That is
why it is imperative that we stipulate
how the deficit will be reduced and why
we need to be up front with the Amer-
ican people and explain the detailed
steps we will take in balancing the Na-
tion’s books.

Second, we have to guarantee that
we will not balance the budget on the
backs of the States. Shifting spending
from the Federal Government to State
and local governments is not the an-
swer and—despite the Rules Committee
not placing in order my amendment on
cost shifting-our State and local gov-
ernments deserve to be protected from
any such attempt to do so.

THE CONSTITUTION: A DOCUMENT
INTENDED TO ENDURE FOR
AGES TO COME

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Speaker,
over a period of more than two cen-
turies, we have amended the Constitu-
tion 27 times, 27 times in more than 200
years.
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Madam Speaker, the text of the 27th
amendment was prepared September
25, 1789, and was not ratified until May
19, 1992, 203 years later.

With this amendment and the amend-
ment for term limits, the majority pro-
poses to ratify the Conmstitution two
times in 100 days. The House Commit-
tee on the Judiciary approved the bal-
anced budget amendment in exactly 1
week after we convened the 104th Con-
gress. The Senate Judiciary Committee
approved it 1 week after the House did.

Now, 3 weeks after we have convened,
we are being asked to actually amend
the Constitution and send it to the
States. This impetuous pace, this
haste, is a far cry from John Marshall’s
of the Constitution as the document in-
tended to endure for all ages.

Madam Speaker, amending the Con-
stitution is a serious matter. It is not
to be done in haste.

CREATE LOAN GUARANTEES HERE
AT HOME

(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, this
morning we have spent a great deal of
time in Banking talking about a $40
billion potential guarantee to Mexico.
We heard arguments that the reason
we ought to do this is because it is
good for America; it is good for Mexico,
because Mexico is on our borders; it
will create jobs.

As | listened to the discussion, and |
give consideration to the fact that so
many of us are talking about reduc-
tions in various programs, welfare and
other programs, | could agree with that
if we could also make the same kind of
passionate arguments for the creation
of loan guarantees in this Third World
nation within our borders. If we could
conglomerate those communities, give
loan guarantees to create small busi-
nesses, then those persons we bring off
of welfare would have job opportunities
in the communities in which they live.
When the loans are repaid, we take
that money, reinvest it in those com-
munities, create more jobs, create
more job opportunities, and then we do
not have to worry about growing wel-
fare or other entitlement programs.

Madam Speaker, | believe if we are
looking for a way to be able to solve
the probelm of the growing budget in
this area, then the best way to do it is
let us talk about loan guarantees, not
just for Mexico. If it is good for Mex-
ico, it ought to be good for America to
do it here at home.

THE NATIONAL DEBT AND THE
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, we
cannot go on as a nation piling debt on
debt year after year. The national debt
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is nearly five times higher today than
it was when Ronald Reagan became
President in 1981. That is a disgraceful,
bipartisan legacy of irresponsible
spending and tax giveaways.

The total debt of the Federal Govern-
ment totals more than $4.6 trillion,
more than $16,000 for every man,
woman, and child in America. Interest
alone will total more than $225 billion,
more than 10 times all the Federal
funds spent on all education programs
and assistance by the Federal Govern-
ment.

Some oppose the balanced budget
amendment over genuine concern for
the fate of Social Security, child nutri-
tion, education funding, or other meri-
torious programs. An honest assess-
ment of these programs shows us they
have not done well while we accumu-
lated $4 trillion in debt these last 12
years.

There is not a penny in the Social Se-
curity trust fund. It has all been bor-
rowed and spent, replaced by a pile of
10U’s.

Twenty percent of my State’s chil-
dren live in poverty and go to bed hun-
gry every night.

We all know the shortfall in edu-
cation funding. It is time to balance
the Federal budget.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION 17, TREATMENT OF SO-
CIAL SECURITY UNDER ANY
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
REQUIRING A BALANCED BUDG-
ET, AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 1, PROPOSING A
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 44 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 44

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order to
consider in the House the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 17) relating to the treat-
ment of Social Security under any constitu-
tional amendment requiring a balanced
budget, if called up by the majority leader or
his designee. The concurrent resolution shall
be debatable for one hour equally divided and
controlled by the majority leader and the
minority leader or their designees. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the concurrent resolution to final adop-
tion without intervening motion.

SEC. 2. At any time after the disposition of
the concurrent resolution made in order by
the first section of this resolution, the
Speaker may, pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule
XXII1, declare the House resolved into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for consideration of the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 1) proposing a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution of
the United States. The first reading of the
joint resolution shall be dispensed with.
Points of order against consideration of the
joint resolution for failure to comply with
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clause 2(g)(3) of rule Xl are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the joint resolu-
tion and shall not exceed three hours equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the Judiciary. After general debate the
joint resolution shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the joint resolution shall
be considered as read, shall be debatable for
one hour equally divided and controlled by
Representative Barton of Texas and an oppo-
nent, and shall not be subject to amendment
while pending. No further amendment shall
be in order except those designated in sec-
tion 3 of this resolution. Each amendment
may be offered only in the order designated,
may be offered only by the named proponent
or a designee, may be considered notwith-
standing the adoption of a previous amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. If more than one
amendment is adopted, then only the one re-
ceiving the greater number of affirmative
votes shall be considered as finally adopted.
In the case of a tie for the greater number of
affirmative votes, then only the last amend-
ment to receive that number of affirmative
votes shall be considered as finally adopted,
except that if the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary is one of the amend-
ments receiving the greater number of votes
then it shall be the amendment considered as
finally adopted. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the joint resolution for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the joint resolution to the House with such
amendment as may have been finally adopt-
ed. The previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the joint resolution and any
amendment thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

SEC. 3. The further amendments that may
be offered after disposition of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary are those printed in the portion of the
Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIIl with the fol-
lowing designations: (a) the amendment
numbered 4 by Representative Owens of New
York; (b) the amendment numbered 1 by
Representative Wise of West Virginia; (c) the
amendment numbered 25 by Representative
Conyers of Michigan; (d) the amendment
numbered 29 by Representative Gephardt of
Missouri; and (e) the amendment numbered
39 by Representative Schaefer of Colorado.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut). The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the very dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MoAKLEY] pending which I
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time is yielded for the purpose
of debate only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include extraneous material.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker,
today we begin consideration of what
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may well be the most important mat-
ter this Congress will consider over the
next 2 years, a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment. In order to
make it perfectly clear right up front
that the budget is not to be balanced
by cutting Social Security, this rule
first makes in order a resolution de-
signed to protect Social Security.

The concurrent resolution directs the
committees which will be proposing
legislation to implement the require-
ment for a balanced budget to leave So-
cial Security alone.

The concurrent resolution will be de-
bated for 1 hour, and then the House
will vote on that issue.

Next, the rule provides the most open
and the most fair process that has ever
been used by this House to consider a
balanced budget amendment.

The record shows that very clearly.

The rule provides 3 hours of general
debate on the balanced budget amend-
ment. After general debate, the rule
provides first for a vote on the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. This is the Barton version of
the balanced budget constitutional
amendment. It the version which in-
cludes the requirement for a three-
fifths’ vote to increase tax revenues; it
is this version that | strongly support.

We need to balance the budget, but
we need to do it without making it
easy to raise taxes. That really is what
this debate is all about. After the vote
on the committee substitute, there will
then be votes on the five additional
substitutes, four of which are to be of-
fered by the Democrats.

This process is much more fair to the
minority than at any other time the
House has considered a balanced budg-
et amendment. Each of the six sub-
stitutes will be debated for 1 hour, with
a separate vote taken on each one. And
the one that receives the most votes is
the version that will be put to a final
vote; that is, requiring a two-thirds
majority, or 290 votes, to pass.

Finally, the rule provides a motion
to recommit, which will give the mi-
nority one final chance to offer any
amendment which complies with the
standing rules of the House.

Mr. Speaker, the numbers of the na-
tional debt in this Nation have grown
so large that they have become dif-
ficult for most of us to really com-
prehend, even those here, those of us
who deal with it every day, much less
the American people.

Madam Speaker, the Federal debt has
tripled during the last 10 fiscal years to
almost $5 trillion in accumulated debt.

How much debt is that? It is just al-
most incomprehensible. It is a thou-
sand billion dollars, not a thousand
million dollars but a thousand billion
dollars five times over. That is how
much the accumulated debt is in this
country.

The interest alone is projected at $235
billion for the current fiscal year. That
is almost as much as we spend on the
national defense of this country, which
is the primary reason we formed this
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Republic of States in the first place, to
provide for a common defense.

Here we are spending just on the in-
terest alone $235 billion this year. And
if interest rates rise, heaven help us.
But even if they do not, in just 4 or 5
years the interest we pay out annually
to foreign countries, like the Nether-
lands and Great Britain and other
countries that hold our national debt,
the interest will rise to $400 billion a
year. What are we going to do to help
people who are truly in need then,
when all the money is going out either
for national defense or just to pay the
interest on the annual debt service?

Madam Speaker and Members, the
deficit for this year is projected at $176
billion, and that is underestimated.
Next year it is projected to rise to $207
billion, and that is underestimated.
And by the year 2000 it is projected to
be almost $300 billion unless we do
something about it. That is in spite of
that huge tax increase in 1990 under
President Bush and that huge tax in-
crease in 1992 under President Clinton.
We are still running debts annually of
$300 billion. What is going on around
here?

Madam Speaker, the first step we can
take is enacting a real balanced budget
amendment.

Now, you have heard these 1-minute
speeches here today. The opponents of
these constitutional amendments will
say that amendments are not nec-
essary because Congress can control
the problem any time it wants. That is
a true statement.

Well, let me just tell you this: In the
last Congress | offered an alternative,
and here it is right here. | offered an
alternative budget resolution which
would have reduced the deficit to zero
in just 5 years, and listen to this: With-
out raising taxes, without cutting So-
cial Security, and without cutting con-
tractual obligations to our veterans.

We balanced the budget and are left
with an $8 billion surplus at the end of
5 years. Let me tell you something:
That budget provided for tough spend-
ing cuts. It included language saying if
Congress did not like the specific
spending cuts that are in there—and
they are specific and scored by the
Congressional Budget Office—Congress
could do whatever it wanted. Congress
could always substitute those cuts for
others. That is what we are going to
have to be doing after we enact this
constitutional amendment.

But was that adopted? No, this budg-
et was not passed, not on your life. It
only got 73 votes; 55 or 56 Republicans
and 17 Democrats.

Madam Speaker and Members, we
have come to a point where those of us
who care about our children and care
about our grandchildren—and | have 4
grandchildren, along with 5 children—
we are going to have to take a very se-
rious step to put an end to the irre-
sponsible deficit spending that we have
been talking about here this morning
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and which is drowning this country in
a sea of red ink. And it is totally, to-
tally irresponsible. A balanced budget
amendment will do just that.

Madam Speaker and Members, no one
proposes that such a solution be taken
lightly. The problem requires drastic
action, and the time is now, it is right
now today. The longer we wait the
deeper in debt this Nation will be and
the more difficult it will be to get out
of it. It is almost too late now.

Madam Speaker, Congress has re-
peatedly shown that it is not prepared
to deal responsibly with the problems
without some kind of a prod. The en-
actment of a balanced budget amend-
ment will help to give Congress—and
this is the point—it will help to give
Congress that prod, that spine, that
backbone and, for some who need it,
the excuse to do what the American
people have to do, and that is to live
within our means.

| urge you to vote ‘‘yes’ for this rule
and then for the American people,
please vote for the balanced budget
amendment. Let us give it to the peo-
ple to let them ratify it.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, | thank my good
friend from New York, Mr. SOLOMON,
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes.

Madam Speaker, | rise in strong op-
position to this very closed rule.

Madam Speaker, | am hearing a lot
of double talk these days, especially
around the word “‘open.” When my Re-
publican colleagues were in the minor-
ity, they said that nearly every rule we
granted was closed, including rules
that provided for time caps and re-
quired amendments to be printed in the
RECORD. But now that they are in the
majority, Republican Members have
changed the meaning of the word
‘‘open’’ 180 degrees.

Now a rule that cuts off debate, re-
stricts amendments and refuses to
allow Members to work together as the
President urged us last night is not
just called an open rule but a most
open rule. | do not know what that
means.

Madam Speaker, Republican flipflops
are enough to give a weather vane
whiplash.

I have heard my colleagues compare
this rule to other balanced budget
rules, but what they do not tell you
and they do not tell the American peo-
ple is that every one of the balanced
budget rules is the result of either a
discharge petition or reported to pre-
empt discharge, and closely imitated
the discharge rule.

What they do not say is that | op-
posed those rules too because they
were too restrictive. Check the record.

The last time the discharge rule al-
lowed only the amendments that were
made in order the Congress before, | led
the opposition because | knew that new
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Members and other people had new
ideas on the topic and were being sti-
fled. Unlike my Republican colleagues,
my position has been consistent.

Madam Speaker, the Republicans
would have us believe that constitu-
tional amendments must be considered
under a gag rule, that they always are
considered under a gag rule. I would
like to take this opportunity to say to
the American people that this is not
true.
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In fact, constitutional amendments
are usually considered in the Commit-
tee of the Whole under an open rule.
This tradition, Madam Speaker, began
in the very first session of the First
Congress when the Bill of Rights was
considered. People offered amend-
ments, including perfecting amend-
ments. Some were accepted, some were
rejected, and none of them were print-
ed in advance in the RECORD. If an open
rule worked for the first 10 amend-
ments to the U.S. Constitution, Madam
Speaker, if an open rule worked for our
Founding Fathers, it should work for
us here today with the balanced budget
amendment.

Over the past 30 years, Madam
Speaker, every single rule reported
from the Committee on Rules on a con-
stitutional amendment has been an
open rule except those that arrived as
a result of a discharge petition or rules
designed to preempt discharge. | am
talking about rules for amendments
dealing with Presidential succession,
direct election of the President, grant-
ing the vote for 18-year-olds, the Equal
Rights Amendment, D.C. congressional
representation, and let me repeat,
Madam Speaker:

Every one of those rules were open.

But today things have changed. | ask
my colleagues to look at what has been
excluded by what the Republicans call
a most open rule. Look at the new
ideas denied debate:

A bipartisan substitute on unfunded
mandates; a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
HiLLIARD] protecting civil rights legis-
lation; a substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] ex-
cluding Social Security and allowing
Congress to waive the requirements in
case of a recession; a substitute offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
THORNTON] excluding capital invest-
ments providing long-term economic
returns; a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]
on judicial review; a substitute offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. FOGLIETTA] requiring a three-
fifths vote to reduce funding for low in-
come health, education and employ-
ment programs; an amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. FATTAH] on natural disasters;
amendments offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER] clarifying
the phrase ‘‘increasing tax revenues; an
idea offered by the gentleman from
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Utah [Mr. ORTON] to use sequestration
to bring us back to balance.

Madam Speaker, the list goes on, and
on, and on.

Let me tell my colleagues all is not
lost. There is a chance really to fix this
rule. If we defeat the previous question,
I will then offer a germane amendment
to the rule that will be an open rule
and will give us an opportunity to con-
sider a truth-in-budgeting perfecting
amendment.

In closing | urge all my Members to
vote no on the previous question and
then vote yes on the amendment to
consider balanced budget under an
open rule and to allow the truth-in-
budgeting perfecting amendment.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself 30 seconds to respond to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MoAKLEY] my good friend.

As my good friend knows, A Demo-
crat Member on his side of the aisle
had a balanced budget amendment
pending before our Committee on Rules
in both the 102d and 103d Congresses,
and our committee deliberately stalled
it and never let it come to the floor.

Madam Speaker, | yield such time as
he may consume to the very fine gen-
tleman from Kingsport, TN [Mr. QUIL-
LEN], the chairman emeritus of the
Committee on Rules.

(Mr. QUILLEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, in
my 32 years here in this House, | have
always tried to be helpful in passing a
constitutional budget amendment. |
think it is absolutely necessary that
we act today favorably, and that we
pass this constitutional amendment
without any delay. The people of this
Nation demand it, the majority of this
House demands it, and | think the ma-
jority of the States will ratify it, not
only the majority in total, but the ma-
jority required. Some of the 50 States
today have some kind of a balanced
budget amendment, meaning that they
cannot spend any more than they take
in.

Madam Speaker, Tennessee is a good
example of that. We have had it for
years, and it works. The Federal Gov-
ernment should have it, and it will
work. We should give it a try, and
today is the day that we are going to
do just that.

I commend the members of the Com-
mittee on Rules in the majority for
bringing this to the floor of the House,
and | know that these amendments,
which will be discussed in full, embrace
all of the ideas that were introduced
that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MoAakKLEY] alluded to. | know
that we will have an opportunity to
discuss those issues, and in the end I
certainly hope that this House will act
responsibly and favorably and pass this
constitutional budget amendment
without delay.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], the minority
whip of the Democrat Party.

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY], my friend, for
yielding this time to me, and | thank
my colleagues on the Committee on
Rules and on the other side of the aisle
for the good work they have done so far
this year.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple have a right to know how we are
going to balance the budget, and they
are not going to be fooled by fig leaves.
They are not going to be distracted by
simple solutions. As my colleagues
know, in a poll that was released just
yesterday, 86 percent of the American
people said that Republicans should
specify what they intend to cut before
passing a balanced budget amendment,
and in the President’s State of the
Union Address that night one idea that
went off the charts was the idea that
we should be honest with the American
people and spell out exactly what is
going to be cut to balance the budget.

| say to my colleagues:

“Now the question isn’t whether or
not you support a balanced budget. The
question is, and always has been, how
do you intend to get there?”’

Now balancing the budget is going to
require a mammoth cut totaling over
$1.2 trillion. This will affect every man,
every woman, every child in this coun-
try for years to come. The American
people have a right to know:

‘““How are you going to get there?”’

““‘How much are you going to
from Social Security?”’

‘““‘How much are you
from Medicare?”’

‘““‘How much are you
from student loans?”’

‘““‘How much are you
from veterans’ benefits?”’

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple want to know.

My friend, Madam Speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SoLOMON],
just went like this, and we are not
going to cut anything. But then he of-
fered a substitute on the budget just
last year, let me tell my colleagues
what he did cut:

He wanted to eliminate all ag sub-
sidies except for dairy, he wanted 50
percent cut in job training, and he had
$140 billion over 5 years cut in Medi-
care. | say to the gentleman, ““We need
to know what you’re about doing with
this balanced budget amendment.”’

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I will when | finish with
my statement.

Now, Republicans say it is unreason-
able, unreasonable to ask us where
these cuts are going to come from.
Madam Speaker, | guess | was brought
up under a different set of rules. | was
taught if 1 were going to do something,
I ought to have the guts to say how I
am going to do it.

cut
going to cut
going to cut

going to cut
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I say to my colleagues, ‘“‘It’s cow-
ardly to say that you’re for a balanced
budget and then to leave it to future
Congresses to figure out how that
budget is going to be reached. It’s like
something a retired auto worker in my
district once told me. He said, ‘Think
about this in common sense terms.” He
said, ‘I wouldn’t sign a mortgage with-
out first knowing how much the
monthly payments are going to be. |
wouldn’t like a mechanic to do major
work on my car without first getting
an estimate on what the repair bill is
going to be.” So he said, ‘I don’t see
why it’s so unreasonable to say that
before we have a constitutional amend-
ment to require a balanced budget, we
first have some idea how that budget
will be balanced.””’

Madam Speaker, | know the majority
leader says that, if the American peo-
ple saw the details, that our knees
would buckle. Well, | say to my col-
leagues, “‘I would guess that, if your
bank gave an estimate on your month-
ly mortgage payments that would
cause your knees to buckle, you might
think twice about buying that home.”

We all know what is going on here.
We all know why knees would buckle.
My colleagues do not want to come
clean with the American people be-
cause they do not want them to know
the truth, and the truth is they are
going to slash Social Security, they are
going to slash Medicare, they are going
to slash veterans’ benefits, they are
going to pick the pockets of our seniors
and balance the budget on the backs of
senior citizens and children because
that is what the Republicans have done
traditionally, and if that is not true, if
I am wrong, then show us it is not true.
| say to my colleagues, ‘““Show us your
hand. Show us how you intend to bal-
ance the budget.”

Each and every one of these sub-
stitutes that we have before us today
and tomorrow should be forced to re-
veal exactly what cuts they intend to
make to balance the budget.
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Madam Speaker, they way this rule
is written right now, that is not the
case. | urge my colleagues to defeat the
previous question and let us bring an
open rule that applies a truth test to
every substitute that is before us
today. The American people deserve
better than what | think this gutless
bill we have before us now provides.
They want to know, and they deserve
to know, the truth.

I think, Madam Speaker, it is way
past time that we gave it to them.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
I yield 3%z minutes to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss], a very distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Rules.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, | thank
my distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Diaz-
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BALART], for yielding me this time, and
I congratulate the chairman of the
Committee on Rules for revealing the
true specific plan to achieve a balanced
budget, showing that it can be done.
Madam Speaker, on November 8 of
last year, the American people elected
us to fulfill a contract. That contract
includes allowing a vote on a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. And not just any balanced budget
amendment, but specifically one that
would permanently protect the Amer-
ican taxpayer from further unwar-
ranted tax hikes—tax hikes like the
one in President Clinton’s 1993 rec-
onciliation—that come in the name of
deficit reduction. The American people
signaled on November 8 that they want
us to vote on the Barton amendment,
and to require a three-fifths
supermajority to raise taxes. And
that’s what we will do here today—as
promised. Today’s modified open rule
is fair. It provides guidance to navigate
through the 44 substitutes offered—in-
cluding many overlapping proposals—
by bringing forward four Democrat
substitutes and one bipartisan alter-
native. There was ongoing consultation
with the minority, and the minority
leader was given the opportunity to
designate priority amendments. There
is some merit in all of the proposals—
notably the Schaefer substitute, which
offers a well-known balanced budget
amendment that this House has come
close to adopting several times in the
past. But make no mistake, this debate
focuses on the version of the balanced
budget amendment that Americans
said they wanted, the one included in
the Contract With America. Some in
this minority will no doubt complain
that one or another specific proposal is
left out of the process. But the Amer-
ican people understand that this debate
should focus on the big ideas—and we
won’t be sidetracked by those who op-
pose balancing the budget and are
using every excuse to slow down pas-
sage of the balanced budget amend-
ment. American’s did not vote for
delay—they voted for action—now.
Madam Speaker, as a member of the
bipartisan Commission on Entitlement
Reform and as a Representative from
Florida, 1 am quite familiar—if not
acutely aware—with the situation fac-
ing Social Security. According to all
the experts, the Social Security trust
fund will continue to run a surplus
until at least 2012—and it is not ex-
pected to add to the deficit until 2029.
The idea that passage now of the bal-
anced budget amendment will mean
immediate and drastic cuts in Social
Security benefits is a scare tactic pure
and simple. That is just not the truth.
In fact, as demonstrated by the Enti-

tlement Commission findings, the
greatest threat to Social Security
comes from our annual red ink and

mounting debt—if allowed to continue,
interest payments on the debt alone
could eventually squeeze all other pro-
grams—Social Security included—out



January 25, 1995

of the picture. Make no mistake, So-
cial Security is off-budget, and it will
stay that way. The Flanagan resolu-
tion—House Concurrent Resolution
17—made in order under the rule, shows
our firm resolve in this respect. The
situation is serious: We are currently
in debt to the tune of $4.6 trillion, a
figure that continues to grow by over
$200 billion a year. Madam Speaker, in
light of this | was startled to hear the
ranking minority member of the Judi-
ciary Committee testify to the Rules
Committee that the national debt is
currently being reduced. I’'m not sure
how he arrives at this, since every year
that we run a deficit, we add to our na-
tional debt. Surely the minority is not
advocating still bigger debt for our
children to bear. In closing | urge my
colleagues to support the rule and the
Barton amendment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BEILENSON].

(Mr. BEILENSON asked and was
given permission to extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY], former chairman
of the Rules Committee, and our rank-
ing member, who has so ably helped us
protect the rights of the minority and
the citizens of our country through his
work on this committee. | thank the
gentleman very much for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, this is certainly not
the open rule that we had been prom-
ised, and while it is not entirely closed,
we are all disappointed in the restric-
tive nature of this resolution for the
consideration of a measure so momen-
tous as an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

As has been well noted by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY], the history of the manner in
which constitutional amendments have
been considered, clearly shows that the
use of the open rule is the wisest ap-
proach, and the one that appears to
have been most often used when the
threat of a discharge petition was not
pending, as is currently the case.

Even more disappointing, under this
rule no perfecting amendments are al-
lowed. If even a few of the proposed
perfecting amendments had been made
in order, we could have accommodated
most of the major concerns about the
legislation, and given Members of the
House a chance to express their feel-
ings on a number of very important ad-
ditional issues—issues which are pre-
cluded from considering under this pro-
posed rule.

This is an immensely significant
matter that we are dealing with, and
we should do everything in our power
to ensure that we take this step—if, in
fact, we are going to do it—as care-
fully, and as thoughtfully, as possible.

There clearly were a handful of very
fundamental and important issues that
should have been allowed to be consid-
ered as perfecting amendments, such as
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one to consider alone the three-fifths
requirement to increase tax revenue—a
perfecting amendment proposed by Mr.
VOLKMER—and another to require truth
in budgeting proposed by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

In addition, several substitutes that
were not made in order would have pro-
vided us with the opportunity to fur-
ther improve the final product of this
debate.

I refer particularly to the substitute
offered by the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. THORNTON], which sought to
define capital budgets by going beyond
investments for physical infrastructure
alone, to include also investments in
developmental capital such as edu-
cation and training.

We should also have been allowed to
consider, either as a perfecting amend-
ment or as a substitute, the suggestion
of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]
for keeping the minutiae and complex-
ity of changes in the budget process it-
self out of the Constitution, allowing it
to be handled separately as legislation,
and thus providing us with a choice for
a simpler constitutional amendment.

And, the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SKAGGS] offered several good pro-
posals, including one that would allow
Congress to approve an unbalanced
budget during a time of national secu-
rity emergency, short of a declaration
of war, which is required in the pending
proposal.

This rule, unfortunately, does not
give us that opportunity, and it should
be rejected.

Madam Speaker, through the course of this
debate, however, | hope that it will become
abundantly clear why the House should not
give final approval to any of the alternative
versions of this legislation.

As a longstanding proponent of eliminating
Federal budget deficits, and as a Member who
has acted to achieve that result by supporting
and voting for many, many unpopular meas-
ures to reduce deficits over the past dozen
years, | share the feelings of frustration which
have led most of our colleagues to conclude
that amending our Constitution is our only
hope for solving the Federal Government's
persistent budget deficit problem.

The enormous deficits the Government has
run for the last decade and a half are, without
a doubt, the leading policy and political failure
of our generation. By running huge deficits, we
have produced a soaring debt which requires
that we spend 14 percent of annual Federal
budgets on interest payments. We have done
a grave disservice to future generations of
Americans who will be saddled with that debt;
and we have damaged our Nation’s economic
prospects by allowing the debt to consume
more than $200 billion a year that could other-
wise be used for much-needed investment, in
both the private and public sectors.

These huge deficits, and the debt they cre-
ate, are also a large part of the reason why
voters are angry at Congress and why so
many feel that our political process just does
not work.

But the solution to the deficit problem is not
to amend the Constitution; writing a balanced
budget requirement into our Constitution does
nothing in and of itself to bring revenues and
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spending into balance. The solution is to act to
cut spending and, if necessary, raise taxes.
That is what the President and Congress did
successfully in 1993, and that is what we
should do this year and in the years ahead
until the Federal budget is finally balanced.

Voting for a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget is easy; it does not require
cutting any spending program or raising any-
one’s taxes. It sounds good, and it allows us
to say that we are for balanced budgets. But
the truth is, it is bad policy.

Passing a constitutional amendment to bal-
ance the budget would give Congress an ex-
cuse not to reduce the deficit until the year
2002. It would allow us to say that we have
done something about the deficit when, in fact,
we will have done nothing real about it.

In fact, if the House and Senate approve
any of these proposals, what we will have
done is relegate the responsibility for deciding
Federal budget policy to the States. They will
have to debate whether they want to ratify this
amendment; they will have to decide if Con-
gress is capable of bringing Federal revenues
and spending into balance; they will have to
guess how Congress is likely to act in re-
sponse to a balanced budget requirement. At
a time when we are trying to reach out and
improve relationships with our counterparts at
the State level, passing this amendment will
undermine all of our efforts to come to terms
with which responsibilities to our citizens
should be handled at the Federal level, and
which by the States.

| believe that it is highly unlikely that three
quarters of our States will ratify any version of
this constitutional amendment. They know that
if the Federal Government is under a balanced
budget requirement, they are likely to face
deep cuts in Federal aid—cuts which will re-
quire them to make substantial cuts in spend-
ing or to raise taxes at a time when most of
them already face that unpalatable choice.

Moreover, States will realize that the bal-
anced budget requirement for the Federal
Government will be far more onerous than
those that the States themselves operate
under. Most States require a balanced operat-
ing budget, but allow borrowing for capital
spending. To the extent that they are able to
categorize spending as part of their capital
budget, they are able to borrow extensively.
Unless the substitute offered by Mr. WISE is
adopted, there will be no such distinction for
the Federal budget.

But if, in fact, enough States ratified the
amendment, Congress would undoubtedly go
to great lengths to find ways not to comply
with it. Recall what happened under the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act, which Congress
passed in 1985; when the President and Con-
gress operated under a requirement to reduce
deficits to specified levels each year and
produce a balanced budget within 5 years, we
did everything possible to circumvent the re-
quirement and avoid hard choices. We used
unrealistic economic assumptions to produce
inflated estimates of revenues, we moved pro-
grams off budget, and we delayed payments
into future years. When we ran out of creative
bookkeeping methods, we changed the deficit-
reduction requirements and, finally, aban-
doned the requirements altogether.

Just as our inability to comply with Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings in an honest way fueled
public cynicism toward Congress, so too
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would our almost-certain response to a con-
stitutional requirement to balance the budget.

The reason that Congress would try to find
ways to avoid complying with a balanced
budget requirement is the same reason we did
not comply with Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and
the same reason we are not voting to balance
the budget right now: there is no political sup-
port for the deep program cuts and large tax
increases that would be required to bring
spending and revenues into balance. We may
agree, in the abstract, that want to balance the
budget, but we also realize that the draconian
spending cuts required—if the budget is bal-
anced through spending cuts alone—are not
supported by most Americans.

A constitutional requirement to balance the
budget is not going to suddenly give us the
political support and the political will to cut
spending cuts and raise taxes. In fact, | would
point out that many of the Members of the
House who are most enthusiastic about a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the budget
are the same Members who are equally, if not
more, enthusiastic about cutting taxes. And,
not surprisingly, they are finding themselves
unable to develop a plan to show how we can
produce a balanced budget by the year 2002.

Even if all tax-cut proposals were aban-
doned, Congress would need to cut spending
or raise taxes from projected levels by more
than $1 trillion between now and 2002 to bal-
ance the budget. There is no doubt in my
mind that if we were voting on an amendment
which also contained the actual measures—
the spending cuts and tax increases—which
would balance the budget by 2002, there
would be very few votes for it.

There is another reason we ought not to en-
shrine a balanced budget requirement in the
Constitution: A balanced budget is not always
good economic policy. A requirement that
would force Congress to cut spending or raise
taxes in the middle of a recession could be
disastrous for our economy. We need flexibility
in Federal budget policy to counter the swings
in the economy and the negative effects they
cause. Some of the alternatives before us
would allow Congress to override a balanced
budget requirement by majority vote; but, if
that is the case, what is the purpose of such
a constitutional amendment?

On the other hand, the alternative proposed
by Representative STENHOLM anticipates the
possible need for deficit spending by allowing
expenditures to exceed revenues if three-fifths
of both Houses of Congress vote to approve
deficit spending. That provision, however,
would enable a minority of Members—whether
partisan, regional, ideological, or otherwise—to
control the outcome of a decision on this mat-
ter, just as the Barton alternative, requiring a
three-fifths vote to raise taxes, would do on
that question.

By giving minorities in both Chambers the
power to demand concessions in return for
their votes—and the power to veto, in effect,
legislation supported by a majority of Mem-
bers—this provision would make it extraor-
dinarily difficult for Congress to govern. It
would severely constrain Congress in its ability
to respond effectively, and in a way supported
by a majority of Americans, to the problems
facing our Nation.

Finally, we have little understanding of how
a constitutional amendment requiring a bal-
anced budget would be enforced—what would
happen if Congress failed to match revenues
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and spending. It is not clear whether the
President or the courts will enforce this—or
whether it could be enforced at all. If the reso-
lution of a budget imbalance is left to the
courts, it would put unelected Federal judges
in the position of deciding our Nation’s fiscal
policy.

Mr. Speaker, for all of these reasons, the
proposals before us to amend the Constitution
to require a balanced budget should be re-
jected, and the rule before us, as | said at the
beginning of my statement, should be rejected
as well. Let us resolve, instead, to build on the
work we began last Congress when we en-
acted legislation that is, in fact, reducing defi-
cits by half a trillion dollars over 5 years.

Ms. PRYCE. Madam Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Claremont, CA [Mr.
DREIER], @ member of the committee.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, |
would like to begin by thanking my
friend, the gentlewoman from Colum-
bus, OH [Ms. PRYcg] for yielding me
this time, and | rise to congratulate
the gentlewoman as well as the gentle-
woman from Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ],
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. DiAz-
BALART], and the other new members
of the Rules Committee for the superb
work they are doing, joining the force
of SOLOMON, QUILLEN, Goss, and so
forth.

Let me say that on this issue of the
balanced budget amendment, it is fas-
cinating to listen to the arguments
that are being made in opposition to
this rule by a number of my friends. |
think it is important for us to take an
historical perspective in looking at
this issue.
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I know my friend, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss], raised a num-
ber of these points. But it is worth not-
ing that over the past 14 years, we have
seen the balanced budget amendment
brought up to the House floor on four
different occasions. Never once, never
once did the Committee on Rules re-
port out a rule that provided the wide
range of options that are being pro-
vided under this rule.

The other thing, there was a fas-
cinating argument made upstairs, and
my friend, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Ms. SCHROEDER], raised great
concern about this. The Committee on
the Judiciary only had an 8-hour mark-
up on this measure when they met. In
previous Congresses, they did not allow
8 minutes of markup, much less 8
hours. So to argue that there was not
an opportunity for wide ranging debate
in this markup is preposterous.

I think when we listen to the over-
whelming hue and cry that has come
from across this country to balance the
budget, we have the President who
spoke here last night, and most of us
concluded that it was not the Presi-
dent’s finest hour. In fact, it was not
the President’s finest 2 hours here last
night. It seems to me that we need to
note that they are all calling for us to
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immediately provide a list of exactly
how we plan to balance the budget.

Well, | say to my friends on the other
side of the aisle, they are well aware of
the way the budget process works. We
have a Committee on the Budget. The
responsibility for outlining those
things lies with that committee, not
with a particular piece of legislation
like this amendment.

Clearly we know that we have the re-
sponsibility to bring those proposed
cuts forward, and it is going to be done
under the standing rules of this House,
something which tragically in the past
have been ignored, but something
which we are doing our darnedest to
stick to just as well as we possibly can.

I also am concerned about the fact
that behavior in the past has seen the
other side use that ridiculous king-of-
the-hill procedure, whereby the last
standing measure, the last one voted
on, even though it may not have gotten
the greatest number of votes in the
House, is carried. We have modified
that so-called king-of-the-hill proce-
dure so that the provision which has
the highest number of votes will be the
one that carries. It seems to me that
we need to realize that we are, were the
deliberative process, bringing this for-
ward in a fair way, and | urge my col-
leagues to support this balanced ap-
proach to the balanced budget amend-
ment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HALL].

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
too rise in opposition to this rule. My
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
claim that this rule is some sort of
move toward openness. But let us look
at what the rule actually does.

This is a closed rule. The Committee
on Rules received 44 requests for
amendments from Members of this
body, yet only 5 were made in order, in
addition to the committee substitute.

Debate is choked off on many, many
issues that directly affect the Amer-
ican people. People want to know what
the programs are that will be cut under
this amendment. Will they lose their
Social Security, what is going to hap-
pen to Medicare, what about programs
like disaster relief, education benefits,
or crime prevention? How much are we
going to have to cut defense?

I have part of one of the largest air
bases in the world in my district. What
is going to happen to that air base
under this particular amendment?

We need to be fair and up front with
ourselves and with the American peo-
ple. Therefore, I am going to vote
against the previous question, which
allows us to bring up a resolution
known as the truth-in-budgeting reso-
lution. This resolution simply requires
us tell the American people what pro-
grams will be cut in order to achieve a
balanced budget.

I do not think that is too much to
ask. I am particularly concerned with
the effects of this balanced budget
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amendment on some of our successful
antipoverty programs. According to
the Children’s Defense Fund, a bal-
anced budget amendment could result
in approximately 7.6 million children
losing school lunches, 6.6 million chil-
dren losing Head Start opportunities,
and 231,000 blind and disabled children
losing basic income supports through
SSI. And the list goes on and on.

There is no doubt that balancing the
budget requires tough cuts and very
difficult choices. But that debate
should take place in an open forum,
truthfully, and up front.

| offered a number of amendments to
the rule yesterday in the Committee on
Rules, allowing Members’ ideas to be
brought to the floor and debated. Those
amendments had to do with Social Se-
curity, taxes, low-income programs,
civil and human rights and the dis-
abled. They were defeated every time
by a partisan vote.

Let us really show the public we can
have an open and fair debate. Vote
against the previous question, and vote
““no’’ on this closed rule.

Ms. PRYCE. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

Madam Speaker, today marks an-
other historic day in the life of the
104th Congress as the new Republican
majority continues working to fulfill
its promises to the American people.
On opening day, we adopted a sweeping
set of congressional reforms to make
the House more open, efficient, and ac-
countable. Last week, we overwhelm-
ingly approved a long-overdue measure
to bring this institution into compli-
ance with the same laws it imposes on
the rest of society.

Last Thursday, as part of our plan to
reduce the burden of Federal regula-
tions, we began debate on discouraging
the practice of imposing costly, un-
funded, Federal mandates on States,
local governments, and the private sec-
tor. And today, as we proudly begin de-
bate on this historic rule, the House
moves one step closer toward adopting
a constitutional balanced budget
amendment, the very cornerstone of
our contract’s plan to restore fiscal
sanity to the congressional budget
process.

Madam Speaker, Congress can and
should balance the budget without
being forced to do so. But the fact re-
mains, it hasn’t. And with a Federal
debt nearing $5 trillion and budget defi-
cits in 33 of the past 34 years, it is clear
that Congress is unable to solve the
Nation’s fiscal crisis entirely on its
own. Some Members just don’t have
the stomach or the desire to make the
tough decisions.

The time has finally come to give
constitutional expression to a policy
practiced by thousands of families and
businesses across America every day:
learning to live within our means.
Without constitutional constraints to
deficit spending, future generations of
Americans will be forced to bear the
costs of our excesses. We should be
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ashamed to leave this legacy to our
children and grandchildren.

Madam Speaker, let me say that I
fully appreciate the seriousness of this
legislation. And the rule which we have
recommended is abundantly fair as it
allows the House to consider six dif-
ferent versions of the balanced budget
amendment, four sponsored by Demo-
crat Members, one by Republicans, and
one bipartisan proposal.

The fact that the House will soon
consider a balanced budget amendment
just 3 weeks after opening day is proof
positive that the new Republican ma-
jority is serious about keeping its
promises to the American people. |
congratulate Chairman SoLoMON and
the leadership for bringing this fair
rule to the floor today. In terms of fair-
ness it is light years ahead of what
we’ve seen in Congresses past. | strong-
ly urge its adoption by the House.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, | would like to read
a statement: “With every closed rule,
millions of voters are disenfranchised
when their duly elected representatives
are prevented from offering relevant
amendments to bills we consider.”’

These are the words stated by the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] at
a press conference held by the Rules
task force on April 23, 1993.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FRoOST].

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, for
some time | have been a supporter of a
balanced budget amendment to the
U.S. Constitution. In the 16 years |
have served in this body, | have seen
the public debt triple to well over $4
trillion and have watched as the Con-
gress has struggled to bring the Fed-
eral budget and the deficit under con-
trol. Until recently, we in the Con-
gress, working with Presidents both
Republican and Democratic, have had
only limited success in curbing the
spriraling growth of Government
spending. Thanks to the policies insti-
tuted in the last Congress, we are now
witnessing a steady downward path of
the deficit, but | remain convinced that
stronger measures are called for if we
are to finally, once and for all, bring
the budget of this Nation into balance.
And, for that reason, I will support pas-
sage of a constitutional amendment
when the House votes tomorrow.

However, Madam Speaker, in spite of
my record of support for just such a
constitutional amendment, | must rise
in opposition to this rule. My Repub-
lican colleagues made a number of
points yesterday during our markup of
this rule saying that it provides for the
consideration of more options than
have been considered in the past few
years.
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But | would like to clarify a point. In
the past the rules providing for consid-

eration of balanced budget constitu-
tional amendments have not been re-
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ported from the Committee on Rules.
Rather, they have been considered by
discharge petition or the Committee on
Rules has simply reported a rule track-
ing the provisions of a discharge peti-
tion about to reach the floor, thereby
limiting the terms of debate.

My Republican colleagues will re-
spond by saying this rule provides for
the most free and open debate ever
granted to a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget. But | would like
to say that this rule does not really
provide for the free and open debate
promised by Republican candidates for
election to the 104th Congress. This
rule reported by the Republican major-
ity has limited the opportunities for
Members to express their views on how
to bring about fiscal restraint. The
chairman notified the Members of the
House that the committee might limit
the consideration of amendments to
those printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD last Friday as well as to those
amendments submitted in the form of
amendments in the nature of a sub-
stitute. Yet the Republican rule con-
tains a provision providing for the con-
sideration of a concurrent resolution
which not one Democratic member of
the committee saw until yesterday,
just prior to our markup.

The Republican majority on the
Committee on Rules recommended a
rule that included consideration of five
substitutes to the joint resolution. The
Republican majority on the Committee
on Rules rejected 23 amendments of-
fered to the rule by the Democratic
members of the committee during our
markup. Not one single amendment
was agreed to during the markup by
the Republicans.

A variety of reasons were offered.
Time constraints prevented additional
debate on further amendments. The
rule makes in order four Democratic
alternatives as well as one bipartisan
alternative. Debate in previous Con-
gresses was far more restrictive.

Madam Speaker, | do not understand
the need to limit debate.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FROST. | yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker,
with all due respect, and the gentleman
is one of the most respected Members
of this House, in the Congresses that he
has been here for 16 years, he has voted
for every one of those restricted rules
that far more restrict Members on both
sides of the aisle.

Mr. FROST. Reclaiming my time,
Madam Speaker, | point out to the
chairman that his party ran on a plat-
form of open rules. | know that this
gentleman is sincere. | know that this
gentleman intends to have open rules.
But for some reason we did not have an
open rule in this particular case.

For that reason, I must oppose the
rule.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
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from Miami, FL [Mr. DIAZ-BALART], a
member of the committee.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
as we debate this fair rule for consider-
ation of this very important constitu-
tional amendment, | ask the question:
Why is there a very serious financial
crisis in Mexico today that we are deal-
ing with precisely in this Congress be-
cause of its worrisome effects? Because
of lack of confidence by the inter-
national financial community on the
ability of Mexico to pay on debt that
will shortly be coming due. Investors
will no longer buy bonds there due to
uncertainty regarding whether they
will be paid, whether those bonds will
be paid when they mature. In other
words, when they come due.

Now, if our own debt continues to in-
crease indefinitely, even though, for
example, even economists like Keynes,
who believe in stimulation of the econ-
omy through deficit spending occasion-
ally, he never, for example, supported
permanent deficit spending.

If our debt would continue to grow
indefinitely, $4 trillion, $5 trillion, $6
trillion, $7 trillion, theoretically, and
then there would one day be doubt as
to our creditworthiness, God forbid if
that ever happened, who would bail us
out, Madam Speaker? Who would bail
us out? The International Monetary
Fund? No, we pay more into the Inter-
national Monetary Fund than anybody
else? Germany, Saudi Arabia? Who
would bail the United States of Amer-
ica out, Madam Speaker? Is it accept-
able to depend on other countries to
theoretically bail us out? No, it is not.

We must stand on our own for our
children and for their children and
their grandchildren, and we owe it to
them to be able to stand on our own
and maintain due to fiscal responsibil-
ity now and an end to fiscal irrespon-
sibility, the economic security into the
future that we require, that is why we
need to pass this rule and this con-
stitutional amendment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, |
would like to put this debate in per-
spective for the American people. The
Constitution empowers the Congress of
the United States to balance the budg-
et. But the Congress evidently cannot
do that or does not want to do that
anymore. So the Congress wants to em-
power the Constitution to balance the
budget.

Now, Members would think by now
Congress might have learned. It started
out with Gramm-Latta, then it went to
Gramm-Kemp, then it went to Gramm-
Rudman. Now it is going to be Gramm-
constitution in a 2-minute drill no less.

| say to the Congress, this is going to
turn into Gramm-bankrupt. Because
Congress has to balance the budget.
And let us look at the facts. The Amer-
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ican people are saying, OK, we gave the
Republican Party the authority.

You are in charge. You want a bal-
anced budget. You chair the commit-
tees. Bring out the balanced budget.
We know you cannot do that with a
$300 billion deficit, $5 trillion debt and
$300 billion of interest payments. But
in 10 years from now the Constitution
is going to balance the budget with $7
trillion of national debt, $500 billion in
interest on that payment, but the Con-
stitution is going to do it.

It is not the Constitution, Congress.
It is the Tax Code. It is not the Con-
stitution, Congress. It is the trade
laws.

The President did not mention the
$153 billion record trade deficit yester-
day and 20,000 jobs for every $1 billion
in deficit, that is 3 plus million jobs at
$30,000 a piece.

Congress should be wise to remember
history. There was a popular saying
during the depression by working peo-
ple that said, Harding blew the whistle,
Coolidge rang the bell, Hoover pulled
the throttle, and all American jobs
went to hell.

By the way, if Thomas Jefferson had
a constitutional requirement to bal-
ance the budget, Thomas Jefferson
would not have been able to consum-
mate the Louisiana Purchase.

It is the Tax Code and trade policies,
Congress. We are killing jobs. We are
penalizing achievement. We are re-
warding dependency, and we are insult-
ing the intelligence of the American
people.

Let me say this: No Hail Mary pass
at the last minute to empower the Con-
stitution to balance the budget is going
to solve our problems. It is jobs. You
will find them in our Tax Code and our
trade laws. And why do we not start
dealing with it.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
| yield myself 2 minutes.

Madam Speaker, today we have an
opportunity to prove that we hear the
people’s voice demanding real change
in this Congress and could keep our
commitment to them. As families sit
down to plan their household budget,
to pay the rent or the mortgage, to buy
back-to-school clothes for the kids, or
to repair the car, they want to know
why Congress does not have to do what
they have to do, balance their budget.

Families make priorities. They give
up some things they would like to do
for things they need to do. And as Con-
gress moves to balance its budget, as
we must do, we are going to have to
make some difficult choices.

But | have great faith in the Amer-
ican people that not only do they ex-
pect us to make these decisions but
they will support us in making these
decisions if we work with them and
talk with them and listen to them and
spend their money wisely on things
they value most.

We need to pass a balanced budget
amendment to give this Congress the
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fiscal discipline it has repeatedly prov-
en it does not have.

The rule that we have reported pro-
vides for the most inclusive, open, hon-
est debate on a balanced budget amend-
ment in the history of the Congress.

Of critical importance, this rule will
allow us to reaffirm, through Concur-
rent Resolution No. 17, our commit-
ment to our seniors that we will not

use Social Security to balance the
budget.
O 1330
Seniors will not pay the price for this
Congress’ past mistakes. The

fearmongering by those less concerned
about the peace of mind of our seniors
than their own political agenda should
end.

At the same time, Madam Speaker,
this rule will allow us to protect our
children by ending Congress’ reprehen-
sible habit of spending away their fu-
ture. Madam Speaker, it is long past
time to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment, and this rule will allow us to do
that. | urge my colleagues to join with
me in keeping our word to the people
who sent us here, and to support this
rule and pass a balanced budget amend-
ment

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute and 20 seconds to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. THORN-
TON].

(Mr. THORNTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. THORNTON. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the ranking mem-
ber, for yielding time to me.

Truth in budgeting is important. It is
important to know what programs will
be cut and priorities will be protected.

Last night President Clinton told us
of the heroic act of Jack Lucas and
commended all veterans who are will-
ing to risk their lives for us, and he
said, ““We owed them a debt we could
never repay.”’ He then challenged us, as
we make cuts in Government spending,
to remember our obligations to our
children, parents, and others who have
risked their lives by protecting edu-
cation, Social Security, and Medicare,
and veterans’ benefits from those cuts.

Madam  Speaker, my  proposed
amendment would have accomplished
those goals. Last night, Madam Speak-
er, I was pleased that this suggestion
received a standing ovation from both
sides of the House, for these are truly
nonpartisan goals.

That is why | am so puzzled by the
Committee on Rules’ decision not to
allow a vote on this balanced budget
amendment, which has bipartisan sup-
port and would accomplish all of these
goals. | find it truly amazing that even
though our veterans put their lives on
the line in defense of our democracy,
we are not allowed today to even have
a vote on whether to honor our com-
mitment to those who have risked
their lives for our democracy.
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Madam Speaker, 1 wanted to point
out that truth in budgeting is impor-
tant. We need to know where the cuts
will fall.

The refusal to allow a vote to protect
education, Social Security, Medicare,
and veterans’ benefits means that
those benefits are fair fame for the
budget ax. We need an open rule so we
can have truth in budgeting.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Lakewood, CO [Mr. SCHAEFER].

(Mr. SCHAEFER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me.

Madam Speaker, | rise in support of
House Resolution 44. Madam Speaker, |
want to commend the leadership and
the Committee on Rules for putting to-
gether a rule that fulfills two items
that, | believe, are the cornerstone of
our party’s Contract With America.

The first is an early vote on the bal-
anced budget amendment, and for the
first time ever, we have not had to re-
sort to end-running a reluctant leader-
ship for trying to get a balanced budget
amendment on the floor. | think this
rule does that.

It is the first item of business that
brings up the contract version of the
BBA sponsored by my good friend, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON]. |
strongly urge every one of my col-
leagues to support the three-fifths tax
limitation version of the amendment.

The rule also fulfills another corner-
stone of the contract, and that is of
open and fair rules. This carefully
crafted rule ensures that we let the
American people know who does and
does not support tax limitation, while
at the same time maximizing the like-
lihood that this body will send a bal-
anced budget amendment to the States
for ratification.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHAEFER, 1 yield to my good
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], who has
worked long and hard on this issue.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker, |
rise in support of the rule today. While
I had offered a suggestion for a little
different kind of a rule, | believe on
close analysis this is a fair rule for pur-
poses of debating the relevant issues
that will come before us today.

Madam Speaker, 1 would say, as one
of the coauthors of the Schaefer-Sten-
holm amendment, to those who are
concerned about Social Security bene-
fits, education, and all of the other ex-
tremely important endeavors, there is
nothing in our substitute that has any-
thing to do with a negative effect on
any of those issues. That will be
brought out in general debate.

Madam Speaker, | rise in support of House
Resolution 44 allowing for the consideration of
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House Joint Resolution 1, as well as five sub-
stitute amendments to that language.

| want to commend the Republican leader-
ship for its prompt consideration of this critical
matter. As this body knows, it has taken her-
culean efforts on the part of many Members,
both Democrat and Republican, to bring this
issue to the floor during the last three Con-
gresses. In each case, we filed discharge peti-
tions to the rules allowing for the consideration
of these matters. In each case, we crafted
rules which granted a fair and open debate on
the major contending approaches to amending
the Constitution for purposes of requiring a
balanced Federal budget. And in each case
we, unfortunately, fell just short of the two-
thirds support necessary for passage.

| am supporting this rule because | believe
it allows for debate on those relevant issues of
greatest concern to House Members. While |
had suggested an alternative way to handle
the rule which the committee did not adopt, |
believe that this rule is fair and | am pleased,
Chairman SoLOMON, to be able to support it
today.

My great, great hope is that this year, at
last, will be the final time to deliberate this
issue. It is time for us to get the amendment
behind us so that all of this energy can be fo-
cused, instead, on the actual process of
achieving a balanced budget.

All of the hours my staff and I, not to men-
tion so many others, have been required to
put into this issue notwithstanding, | know that
our forbears showed remarkable wisdom and
foresight when they made it so difficult for us
to amend the Constitution. This is no minor
task we will be undertaking for the next 2
days.

When we Representatives take our oath of
office, we swear to uphold the Constitution of
the United States. That oath must not be
taken lightly. This is no place for games-play-
ing. It is no place for seeking political advan-
tage. It is no place for irresponsible, short-
sighted self-interest.

| hope that the remarks which fill the debate
of the next 2 days, regardless of whether the
speaker be favorably or negatively inclined to-
ward the amendments, reflect the seriousness
of our endeavor.

Because when these 2 days are over, re-
gardless of the final outcome of these votes,
we will find ourselves still facing the cancer of
debt which is destroying the fiscal flesh and
bones of our country. Regardless of whether
you vote yea or nay on House Joint Resolu-
tion 1 or on any of the amendments, each in-
dividual Member must be willing to say, “This
is what | did today to make our country a bet-
ter place.”

| appeal to both sides, let us deliberate this
issue straightforwardly and honestly. Espe-
cially to the freshmen Members | would say,
please evaluate this issue on its merits, not on
its internal or external politics. There is no
such thing as an easy vote on a constitutional
amendment.

| come here prepared to work hard these
next 2 days and my hope is that the hard work
will pay off with 290 votes on final passage.
But as | said last year at the beginning of this
debate, come Friday Il have the same
gameplan whether the BBA wins or loses and
whether the tax limit wins or loses. Regardless
of how many votes there are, I'll be working
hard for the rest of the year to chip away at
our monstrous deficit. Next week I'll be work-
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ing with PETER VISCLOSKY to develop a revised
enforcement implementation plan. This spring
I'll be working with Chairman KAsICH amd
Ranking Democrat SABO on the first install-
ment of the 7-year glidepath to a balanced
budget. Teaming up with JANE HARMAN and
CHET EDWARDS, | will push for some of those
budget process reforms that we believe will
make a difference in the way business is done
around here. Joining with DAVID MINGE, DAN
MILLER, and other porkbusters | will seek to
keep our appropriations bills clean and lean.

My wish is that even those who vote against
the constitutional amendment—in fact, espe-
cially those who vote against a constitutional
amendment—are ready to join me in saying,
“This is what | did this Congress, this year,
this day, to take the debt off of my children’s
shoulders.”

Again, Madam Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and, subsequently,
to support the balanced budget amendment.

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, |
urge support of the rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BECERRA].

(Mr. BECERRA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, |
rise to oppose the rule proposed for
House Joint Resolution 1, the balanced
budget amendment. | support bal-
ancing the Federal budget, but | be-
lieve, as an elected Representative of
the people, that | owe them the respon-
sibility and respect to tell them how I
will do so. This balanced budget
amendment does not do that.

The Republican leadership, as the
new majority, made a commitment to
procedural rules for open debate and
fairness. But sadly, the rule before us
now is closed. Closed.

I have an amendment that | would
like to offer. It provides for rainy day
funds for purposes of emergencies, nat-
ural disasters. But | cannot offer it on
the floor of this House today, even
though 1 think it is a very worthy
amendment, especially for folks in
California, where I am from, where we
are suffering tremendously. We cannot
do that. That is a closed rule.

Madam Speaker, we have to admit
that we really have entered the world
of Alice in Wonderland when Demo-
crats end up fighting harder than Re-
publicans to keep Republican promises.

It is time, Madam Speaker, that we
try to do the people’s work and give
the people their day in court. It is a
slap in the face to our constituents
when we cannot even come up here and
to propose amendments that are valu-
able and will affect the Nation’s course
of history, because we are talking
about an amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

Madam Speaker, | urge everyone to
vote against this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. LINDER], a member
of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, this is
an extraordinary day for those of us
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who have held dear to the Reagan-Bush
axiom that the Federal Government is
too big and it spends too much. For too
long Government has been incapable of
managing its finances in a responsible
manner, and the passage of a balanced
budget amendment is an important
first step in assuring that this Nation
is fiscally sound as we move into the
21st century.

Madam Speaker, | also strongly sup-
port the rule, which will allow consid-
eration of a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget. Many duplicate
amendments were offered to the Com-
mittee on Rules, but | am pleased that
six distinct constitutional amendments
will be considered on the House floor in
the coming days.

Madam Speaker, it is important to
note that in the past the House refused
even to hold a markup on this bill. |
believe that the Committee on Rules
has been extraordinarily fair and pru-
dent in approving twice as many mi-
nority amendments as majority
amendments in this debate.

The balanced budget amendment
with the three-fifths tax limitation
provision will force Congress to curb
its spending, and will go a long way to-
ward eliminating Government waste
and Government abuse of taxpayer dol-
lars.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. ORTON].

(Mr. ORTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ORTON. Madam Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to this closed rule.
In this and the last two Congresses, |
have filed a balanced budget amend-
ment which is not a dilatory amend-
ment. It is a substantial amendment
which the Committee on Rules refuses
to allow to be brought here to the floor
and voted upon.

Madam Speaker, it is a unique con-
cept. It is the only amendment which
requires actual receipts and outlays to
be balanced, the only amendment with
an actual enforcement mechanism.
When presented to the Committee on
Rules, the chairman said “We have 46
amendments. We can’t possibly take
them all to the floor.”” Why not? Why
not? Is it because there are other issues
in the contract to discuss?

This is the Contract With America,
the Constitution of the United States.
Only 16 times in the last 200 years have
we amended this Constitution. There is
nothing more important.

Suppose that Thomas Jefferson had
taken, then, the floor of the Constitu-
tional Convention and said ‘“We don’t
have time to listen to all of you. We
are going to take 5 ideas, debate them,
and then vote.”
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We would have never have had the
opportunity to hear of the great com-
promise which created the House and
Senate. We would have never had this
Constitution.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Oppose the rule. Vote against the
rule. Allow us to bring all of the ideas
about changing this document.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker,
yielding myself 30 seconds, | would
point out to the gentleman from Utah
that Thomas Jefferson was not at the
Constitutional Convention; he was the
Ambassador to France at the time. The
gentleman from Utah last year voted
for the very closed restrictive rule.
Now he is complaining about it.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
very distinguished gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD].

Mr. ALLARD. | thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recog-
nize the gentleman’s leadership for the
fight in the balanced budget amend-
ment. He has been a very dedicated sol-
dier in this regard.

Madam Speaker, | rise in support of
the rule. The deficit this year is fore-
cast to be $176 billion. This is actually
down from several years of deficits well
in excess of $200 billion.

The accumulated national debt is
now $4.7 trillion. This includes both
debt held by the public and debt owed
to the trust funds. If we do nothing, the
deficit situation will grow far worse.
Current CBO projections show the an-
nual deficits increasing to over $300 bil-
lion a year after the turn of the cen-
tury.

Madam Speaker, | strongly support
the balanced budget tax limitation
amendment included in the Contract
With America, the Barton language. If
that version fails to garner 290 votes, |
will support the alternative language
offered by my good friend from Colo-
rado, DAN SCHAEFER.

The current amendments before this
House are directed at ending annual
deficits. This is great. It means that in
2002 we will at least have stopped add-
ing to the accumulated debt. But by
then, we will still have an accumulated
national debt of over $6 trillion, and
our children will have to pay interest
on this accumulated debt for every
year in the future. That interest will
force Federal taxes to be higher than
they should be.

Under current CBO forecasts, Federal
spending will grow an average of 5.3
percent a year. In order to achieve a
balanced budget, we must hold that
rate of growth at 2 percent, and we can
still pay for the tax cuts. This means
that instead of spending $2.5 trillion
more than if we froze spending, we can
spend $1 trillion more. It is clear to me
that we can and must do this for our
children.

Last November the American people
sent a clear message to Congress. They
want us to pass the toughest balanced
budget amendment that we can. This is
how I will cast my vote.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker,
might | inquire as to the time remain-
ing on both sides of the aisle?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
JoHNSON of Connecticut). The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
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has 3 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MoAK-
LEY] has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. SOLOMON. | would just say to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MoakLEY] that we will be closing
on this debate.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the minority leader,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT].

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, may
I inquire, is the gentleman yielding his
remaining time to the minority leader?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes. The
gentleman from Massachusetts had 4
minutes remaining and has yielded 4
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, |
urge my colleagues to defeat this gag
rule so that we can shred the veil of se-
crecy that shrouds this amendment
and tell the American people what is
really at stake in this debate.

My colleagues, when we talk about
tacking amendments on to the Con-
stitution of the United States, we are
talking about the most sacred respon-
sibility we have as legislators: To en-
sure that the document that has
steered our ship of state for more than
two centuries advances the goals we
share as a nation, openness, fairness,
opportunity for all. That is why | think
it is crucial that a balanced budget
amendment, an amendment that would
touch on every aspect of the lives of
our constituents, is considered in an
open, fair, and honest manner.

I would urge and urged yesterday an
open rule for this debate, one that al-
lows every amendment that has been
presented to be considered by the
House, every argument that has been
presented to be heard, and every ave-
nue for having a constitutional amend-
ment to be understood.

How else will the American people
know that we looked before we leapt?
You see, for Democrats, the question is
not whether we balance the budget, the
question is how we balance the budget,
and who is affected and how they are
affected.

When we ask our friends on the other
side of the aisle what gets cut, whose
belt will be tightened, to borrow the
words of my good friend the Republican
leader, “Their knees buckle.”

So we say we are not signing this
contract until we can read the fine
print. That is why | asked for a vote
during this consideration of the bal-
anced budget amendment on a statute
that | call the honest budget bill that
would force the Congress to say in a
budget resolution exactly how we want
to balance the budget before the
amendment is sent out to the States.
But this rule refuses to allow us to con-
sider that legislation.

So my question is, is there a hidden
agenda here? Is there somewhere in
here a veiled attack on Social Security
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or Medicare which some of our friends
on the other side have threatened in
the past? Our States have a right to
know. And our people, most impor-
tantly, have a right to understand how
this budget will be balanced.

I know the Republican majority is
trying to move fast on the contract. |
think it is because the contract is los-
ing ground with every passing opinion
poll. The reality is the more that the
people know about the contract, the
less they like it, and | sympathize.

But is this not what democracy is all
about? Giving people the information
that they deserve to make informed,
educated, choices about their own
lives? Even if it means sometimes our
contracts, our ideas, our proposals, are
rejected and we have to go back to the
drawing board.

I urge Members, vote for the previous
question, defeat this gag rule. If this
amendment is not good enough to
withstand the bright light of truth,
then, my friends, it is not good enough
for the American people.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEPHARDT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | think the minority
leader misspoke. We want to vote
against the previous question.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Vote no on the pre-
vious question. The gentleman knew
what | meant.

Madam Speaker, let me end with this
last point. This is perhaps the most im-
portant legislation we will consider in
our whole time in the Congress. There
is not a more important, far-reaching
bill or bills than this set of proposals.

I urge Members to allow the fullest
possible debate. This bill will affect our
people’s lives more than anything we
will vote on in the time we are in the
House of Representatives.

Vote no on the previous question,
vote against the gag rule. Let all of the
alternatives be debated in a completely
open rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
would just say the distinguished mi-
nority leader is absolutely right, this is
probably going to be the most impor-
tant vote we will cast in our career in
this Congress. The balanced budget
amendment is going to do what the
American people want us to do for a
change.

I would just have to take exception
with the minority leader calling this a
gag rule. He has been here longer than
I have, but for the last 4 successive,
preceding Congresses, he has voted per-
sonally, as has everyone on his side of
the aisle, for a much more restrictive
gag rule than this one will ever be.
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This is a fair rule in which we took
into consultation the minority leader
and other Members of his party.
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Let me just say this, Madam Speak-
er, the Democrat minority leader is
using the faulty argument that we
should not require a balanced budget
until Congress adopts a detailed plan
for balancing that budget.

Using that kind of logic, if today’s
House Democrats had been in charge at
the time of Pearl Harbor, we would
still be debating today over a detailed
plan for winning the war in the Pacific,
before we could vote on a declaration
of war.

That is what this is, the same anal-
ogy, the deficit is the war we are fight-
ing today. We are not going to be
forced to deal with it until we recog-
nize we are under attack, declare war
on it, and then set about mobilizing
and planning to win that war.

Having said that, Madam Speaker,
before | close and move the previous
question, let me explain that since we
reported the rule yesterday, it has been
called to our attention that there is a
discrepancy in the Committee on the
Judiciary report between the total
votes cast for and against amendment
No. 6 on the actual number of the
Members listed by name as voting for
and against the amendment. | appre-
ciate the minority calling this to our
attention so we can correct this mis-
take by way of an amendment to this
rule.

We hope we can work cooperatively
in insuring that our new accountabil-
ity rules will work for the good of the
House and for the public.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SoLoMON: On
page 2, at line 19, insert after ‘‘clause
(2)(9)(3)”" the following: “‘or clause 2(1)(2)(B)™".

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, out
of courtesy to the minority, | ask
unanimous consent for 10 additional
minutes for this rule, and that | be per-
mitted to yield 5 minutes of that time
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MoAKLEY] for the purposes of con-
trolling that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
will be recognized for 5 minutes and
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MoakLEY] will be recognized for 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
have already explained the amend-
ment, and | reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam  Speaker, the proposed
amendment to this rule waives clause
2(D(). This clause reflects changes
made on opening today to require that
committee reports accurately reflect
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all rollcall votes on amendments in
committee.

Madam Speaker, the point of order
that lies against the Committee on the
Judiciary report is the very same point
of order that applied to the unfunded
mandates bill.

The Committee on Rules majority
also failed to waive the point of order
on the unfunded mandates bill.

On January 19 the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] made a
parliamentary inquiry to establish for
the RECORD that the point of order ap-
plied, but he did not press in that point
of order.

The minority does not wish to ob-
struct, but it is our responsibility to
call the majority as it tries to cir-
cumvent the very rules we adopted on
opening day.

If the new majority believes it is im-
portant to require an accurate tally of
each rollcall vote on amendments in
committee, they should do it. At a
minimum they should include a waiver
in the rule when they do not live up to
their own requirements.

To depend on our good graces not to
press points of order week after week
just cannot be acceptable.

I thank the gentleman from New
York for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, | yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Madam Speaker, |
rise in opposition to the rule. This re-
strictive rule did not allow many im-
portant and substantive substitutes.
One of the substitutes offered and not
allowed was one that | offered.

My substitute mirrored other bal-
anced budget substitutes requiring the
Federal Government to achieve a bal-
anced budget. It would have required a
three-fifths majority to raise taxes.
However, it contained one important
difference. It would also have required
a three-fifths majority to cut spending
for programs supporting the safety net
for the poor.

Specifically, it would have protected
these programs respecting subsistence,
health, education, and employment. It
is my belief that these programs which
comprise the safety net for America’s
most vulnerable citizens deserve pro-
tection.

Programs likely to be slashed include
LIHEAP, Head Start, mass transit, and
the list could go on and on. Too often
poor families and their children are the
least heard in Washington. They de-
serve to be heard and they deserve to
be heard on my substitute.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], the minority
whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, |
thank my friend from Massachusetts
for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, | want to point out
to my friends and colleagues here this
afternoon, we started off this session
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with the first two rules being closed,
and then we adopted a package of rule
reforms, some of which we agreed with,
some of which we did not.

Qur point here today is to make it
clear to you that we intend to make
you live by the rules and the reforms
that we instituted on that first day of
session.

We had one other chance to do what
we are raising this afternoon and that
is to raise a point of order on the rule
as it came out of the committee on the
unfunded mandates bill. We did not do
that because we knew it would delay,
and we could not go on with the busi-
ness of the House, and we let it go. The
issue was basically the same as it is
today, that the report language coming
out of the Committee on Rules was not
complete, in fact it was inaccurate.

So, | just want to make it very clear
this afternoon that we are determined
to speak up and to protect the rule re-
forms that were instituted in this
House and to prevent our Members
from being gagged, from discussing
these important issues as they come
before this body. We are not going to
tolerate further points of order re-
quests without proper consultation and
consideration for the needs of the peo-
ple on our side of the aisle.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, how
much time do we have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut). The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY] has 30 remaining seconds.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON], our Am-
bassador to Korea.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Madam Speaker, 1 wish to add my
voice to the opposition to this rule for
two reasons that have been stated very
eloquently. First, the rule does not
protect programs important to the
public, from severe cuts; and, second, |
think that truth-in-budgeting provi-
sion is critically important to have.

Madam Speaker, | rise in opposition of the
rule for two reasons: Although | support a bal-
anced budget, this rule does not protect pro-
grams like Social Security and Medicare, im-
portant to the public from severe cuts. Sec-
ond, this rule precludes the truth-in-budgeting
pension—we need to explain what programs
we are cutting and be honest about what a
balanced budget means.

Madam Speaker, when we are facing a pos-
sible total of $1.2 ftrillion in cuts from this
amendment over the next 7 years, an open
rule to fully examine the impact of those cuts
and to protect important programs is certainly
in order. Many of the substitutes denied by the
Rules Committee would have helped protect
Social Security and other programs important
to health and education. Apparently, the Rules
Committee would like to continue the illusion
that passing a balanced budget amendment
will mean no pain for any parts of our popu-
lation in actually getting to a balanced budget.

Madam Speaker, what is wrong with level-
ing with the American people about what pro-
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grams could be cut while balancing the budg-
et? Many hard-working Americans rely on pro-
grams such as Medicare and Social Security
to give them economic security and a safety
net in times of trouble.

Madam Speaker, we should defeat this rule
and allow for one that would bring about care-
ful consideration of the impact of this amend-
ment and help protect programs important to
the public from deep budget cuts. We need a
rule that reduces the rhetoric and increases
honesty in cutting the budget. That's what the
public wants to see.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
just will say, when the gentleman
makes the motion on the previous
question | hope that the Members will
vote no on it, so we can get an open
rule that the gentleman from New
York will be proud of. If he thinks this
is the most open rule, we are going to
give him a most, most, most open rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | might
consume.

But let me just say to my good
friend, this may not be a completely
open rule, but it is the most fair rule
that ever came to this floor for a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Let me just say the minority whip
had mentioned that the report coming
out of the Committee on Rules was in
error. It was not a report from the
Committee on Rules. We do not make
errors. It was out of another commit-
tee. Second, | would just point out that
what this is all about is that there was
a miscalculation on counting the yeas
and nays on a recorded vote in the
Committee on the Judiciary. This sim-
ply is to take care of that little mis-
calculation.

Second, we want to abide by these
rules. You know, we have one which
now requires committee reports com-
ing out of the committees to simply
record the yeas and nays of the individ-
ual members and how they voted. That
is part of Speaker GINGRICH’s orders to
this House to be open and fair and ac-
countable and let the American people,
and 1 will use the word again, ‘“‘be ac-
countable.” Let the American people
know how we vote here on the floor of
this House and in committees.

There were a great many proposals
developed by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DREIER] and the committee
that | served on concerning the reform
of Congress that went on to, as you
know, to shrink the size of this Con-
gress itself by a third, cutting off 700
jobs and shrinking it, shrinking this
Congress, setting the example of what
we are going to do to the Federal Gov-
ernment in shrinking Government and
returning it to the private sector.

There were a whole slew of these. |
will not get into all of those now. | do
appreciate the consideration of the
gentleman.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, it is par-
ticularly important that we have full and open
debate on the balanced budget amendment
on the floor of the House, because we most
assuredly did not have full debate in commit-
tee. Amending the Constitution is a step we
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should not take either lightly; | cannot think of
a matter which is more deserving of our most
thoughtful and careful deliberation.

The Subcommittee on the Constitution gave
this amendment less than 7 hours of time in
actual debate and markup. We spent less than
6 hours, if you exclude the time the majority
spent with amendments perfecting their own
version of the bill. This is astounding—I have
spent more time making my children’'s Hal-
loween costumes than | was allowed to spend
in committee debating an amendment to our
fundamental document of governance. The
Constitution of the United States deserves bet-
ter from all of us.

When debate in subcommittee was arbitrar-
ily cut off, without any advance notice that
there would be a limit to debate, significant is-
sues had yet to be debated by the committee,
including:

The effects of the amendment during times
of recession, and whether the amendment
would result in pro-cyclical, rather than
counter-cyclical, spending;

The role of the courts in interpreting and en-
forcing the amendment, including questions of
standing; and

What changes the amendment would bring
about in terms of Presidential authority.

Further, the debate the committee did en-
gage in left very significant questions unan-
swered. We ended the committee process
without clear answers to questions of basic
definition and implementation, including what
is a tax revenue, and what isn’t, and what is
an outlay.

The most fundamental question that re-
mains unanswered is one that every American
is entitled to have answered, because every
poll on this issue shows that it determines
whether or not Americans support this amend-
ment, and that is what cuts will be made to
balance the budget. Polls show that Ameri-
cans support this amendment if it means cuts
in defense, but not if it means cuts in Social
Security or Federal support for education.
What are we saying to the American people?
“Trust us; we'll tell you about the cuts later?”
That is paternalism, not democracy. And we
Members of Congress cannot know what
those cuts might be, because our knees will
buckle. Instead, we hear only that they will be
draconian if Social Security is off the table, as
everyone says it will be. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
defensible to ask the Members of this House
to vote on a matter before we have the de-
tails.

We need full and open debate, and must
guarantee that Americans will have the details
on how the budget will be balanced before the
constitutional amendment goes to the States
for ratification.

Our duty to the Constitution is paramount. It
is essential that the floor debate provide us
with what the highly abbreviated committee
process did not: a thorough examination of
what this amendment would mean to the
American people in terms of the budget cuts
it would bring about. | urge my colleagues to
vote against this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
amendment and on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
JoHNSON of Connecticut). The question
is on ordering the previous question on
the amendment and on the resolution.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. MOAKLEY. How does the gen-
tleman go about getting a vote on the
previous question, a separate vote on
the previous question?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo-
tion is not divisible.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | am sorry, on the
amendment to the rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is putting the previous question
by voice vote. Those in favor will say
‘‘aye,” those opposed will say “‘no.”’

In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes
have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | have a further par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pre-
vious question is ordered.

Mr. SOLOMON. Are we now putting
the question on the amendment to the
resolution and not on the resolution it-
self or on the previous question?

Mr. MOAKLEY. | object. I am sorry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pre-
vious question has just been ordered by
voice, and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts is on his feet.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | object to the vote,
Madam Speaker, on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts objects to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present, makes a point of order
that a quorum is not present. A
quorum is not present, and under the
rule, the yeas and nays are ordered.

Pursuant to clause 5(b)(1) of rule XV,
the Chair may reduce to a minimum of
5 minutes the time for any electronic
vote, if ordered, on the amendment to
the resolution and on the resolution.
Those in favor of the question will vote
aye, those opposed will vote nay.

Members will record their votes by
electronic device on the question of or-
dering the previous question on the
amendment and the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays

196, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 37]

YEAS—233
Allard Bilirakis Camp
Andrews Bliley Canady
Archer Blute Castle
Armey Boehlert Chabot
Bachus Boehner Chambliss
Baker (CA) Bonilla Chenoweth
Baker (LA) Bono Christensen
Ballenger Brownback Chrysler
Barr Bryant (TN) Clinger
Barrett (NE) Bunn Coble
Bartlett Bunning Coburn
Barton Burr Collins (GA)
Bass Burton Combest
Bateman Buyer Cooley
Bereuter Callahan Cox
Bilbray Calvert Crane

Crapo
Cremeans
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner

Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen

NAYS—196

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton

Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Laughlin
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
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Mascara Payne (NJ) Stenholm
Matsui Payne (VA) Stokes
McCarthy Pelosi Studds
McDermott Peterson (FL) Stupak
McHale Peterson (MN) Tanner
McKinney Pickett Tejeda
McNulty Pomeroy Thompson
Meehan Poshard Thornton
Meek Rahall Thurman
Menendez Rangel Torres
Mfume Reed Torricelli
Miller (CA) Reynolds Towns
Mineta Richardson Traficant
Minge Rivers Tucker
Mink Roemer Velazquez
Moakley Rose Vento
Mollohan Roybal-Allard Visclosky
Montgomery Rush Volkmer
Moran Sabo Ward
Murtha Sanders Waters
Nadler Sawyer Watt (NC)
Neal Schroeder Waxman
Oberstar Schumer Williams
Obey Scott Wilson
Olver Serrano Wise
Ortiz Sisisky Woolsey
Orton Skaggs Wyden
Owens Skelton Wynn
Pallone Slaughter Yates
Parker Spratt
Pastor Stark

NOT VOTING—5
Bishop Fields (LA) Smith (MI)
Cubin Gibbons

0O 1420

Mr. WILSON changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay.”
So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mrs.
JoHNSON of Connecticut). Accordingly,
the previous question is ordered on the
amendment to the resolution and on
the resolution.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLOMON] to the resolution,
House Resolution 44.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As an-
nounced earlier, this is a 5-minute
vote, and the Chair may reduce to a
minimum of 5 minutes the time for
electronic voting if the next vote is
called for.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 253, noes 176,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 38]

AYES—253
Allard Boehner Chrysler
Andrews Bonilla Clement
Archer Bono Clinger
Armey Browder Coble
Bachus Brownback Coburn
Baker (CA) Bryant (TN) Collins (GA)
Baker (LA) Bunn Combest
Ballenger Bunning Condit
Barr Burr Cooley
Barrett (NE) Burton Cox
Bartlett Buyer Crane
Barton Callahan Crapo
Bass Calvert Cremeans
Bateman Camp Cunningham
Bereuter Canady Davis
Bilbray Castle Deal
Bilirakis Chabot DelLay
Bliley Chambliss Diaz-Balart
Blute Chenoweth Dickey
Boehlert Christensen Doolittle
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Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula

NOES—176

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez

Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos

Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Markey Pastor Stokes
Martinez Payne (NJ) Studds
Mascara Pelosi Stupak
Matsui Peterson (FL) Tejeda
McCarthy Pickett Thompson
McDermott Pomeroy Thornton
McHale Poshard Torres
McKinney Rahall Torricelli
McNulty Rangel Towns
Meek Reed Traficant
Menendez Reynolds Tucker
Mfume Richardson Velazquez
Miller (CA) Rivers Vento
Mineta Roemer Visclosky
Mink Roybal-Allard Volkmer
Moakley Rush Ward
Mollohan Sabo Waters
Moran Sanders Watt (NC)
Nadler Sawyer Waxman
Neal Schroeder Williams
Oberstar Schumer Wilson
Obey Scott Wise
Olver Serrano Woolsey
Ortiz Skaggs Wyden
Orton Slaughter Wynn
Owens Spratt Yates
Pallone Stark
NOT VOTING—5
Bishop Fields (LA) Rose
Cubin Gibbons
0O 1430
Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. SKELTON

changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.”
So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
JoHNSON of Connecticut). The question
is on the resolution, as amended.

The question was taken;

and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr.

RECORDED VOTE
MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |

demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to rule 5(b)(1), this will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 255, noes 172,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No 39]

AYES—255
Allard Camp English
Andrews Canady Ensign
Archer Castle Everett
Armey Chabot Ewing
Bachus Chambliss Fawell
Baesler Christensen Fields (TX)
Baker (CA) Chrysler Flanagan
Baker (LA) Clement Foley
Ballenger Clinger Forbes
Barr Coble Fowler
Barrett (NE) Coburn Fox
Bartlett Collins (GA) Franks (CT)
Barton Combest Franks (NJ)
Bass Condit Frelinghuysen
Bateman Cooley Frisa
Bereuter Cox Funderburk
Bevill Cramer Gallegly
Bilbray Crane Ganske
Bilirakis Crapo Gekas
Bliley Cremeans Geren
Blute Cunningham Gilchrest
Boehlert Davis Gillmor
Boehner de la Garza Gilman
Bonilla Deal Goodlatte
Bono DelLay Goodling
Browder Diaz-Balart Goss
Brownback Dickey Graham
Bryant (TN) Doolittle Greenwood
Bunn Dornan Gunderson
Bunning Dreier Gutknecht
Burr Duncan Hall (TX)
Burton Dunn Hancock
Buyer Ehlers Hansen
Callahan Ehrlich Hastert
Calvert Emerson Hastings (WA)

Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
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McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers

Mica

Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney

Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff

NOES—172

Flake
Foglietta
Ford

Frank (MA)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez

Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder



January 25, 1995

Schumer Thompson Ward
Scott Thornton Waters
Serrano Thurman Watt (NC)
Skaggs Torres Waxman
Skelton Towns Williams
Slaughter Traficant Woolsey
Spratt Tucker Wyden
Stokes Velazquez Wynn
Studds Vento Yates
Stupak Visclosky
Tejeda Volkmer

NOT VOTING—7
Bishop DeFazio Stark
Chenoweth Fields (LA)
Cubin Norwood

O 1439

Mr. CRAMER changed his vote from
““no” to “‘aye.”

So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoOLBE). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I am a
duly elected Member of this House, and
I am a member of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight,
which is ably chaired by a fellow Penn-
sylvanian, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. We have been
in a markup for a good part of today on
a line-item veto, a very serious legisla-
tive matter to come before the House.
We just recessed so that we could come
to the floor in response to the bells
ringing.

I would like to know whether there is
some opportunity or protection in the
rules that would allow Members like
myself to be here for the debate on the
floor on what is an important matter
and hear the debate so that we are
casting votes that are informed votes
rather than to be handling one matter
of business someplace else and then
rushed to the floor.

I think this is a matter than should
be of concern to Members on both sides
of the aisle. | admit that I am new. |
come from the Pennsylvania Senate,
but this is at least, in my perception,
no way to run a railroad.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania will be ad-
vised that yesterday the House adopted
a motion permitting committees to
meet during the 15-minute debate.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | thought
that was in the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the
responsibility of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania to vote in the House, and
how he works out his time otherwise
between his committee and the floor is
a matter for him to decide.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, further
parliamentary inquiry. | thought that
the motion that was handled in the
House yesterday that the Chair re-
ferred to had to do with the carrying
on in the Committee of the Whole.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, are we in
the Committee of the Whole?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No, we
are not in the Committee of the Whole.
This is the House meeting.

It is the responsibility of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania to cast his
vote in the House. It is his responsibil-
ity to decide how he allocates his time
between committee and the House
floor.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the Chair. | hope that the House will
consider my comments.

TREATMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
UNDER ANY CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT REQUIRING A BAL-
ANCED BUDGET

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 44, as designee
of the majority leader, | call up the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 17)
relating to the treatment of Social Se-
curity under any constitutional
amendment requiring a balanced budg-
et, and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 17 is as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 17

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That, for the purposes of
any constitutional amendment requiring a
balanced budget, the appropriate committees
of the House and the Senate shall report to
their respective Houses implementing legis-
lation to achieve a balanced budget without
increasing the receipts or reducing the dis-
bursements of the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal
Disability Insurance Trust Fund to achieve
that goal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. FLANAGAN] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from lllinois [Mr. FLANAGAN].

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, there are those who
claim that adding a balanced budget
amendment to the U.S. Constitution
would jeopardize Social Security bene-
fits. The truth is the other way around,
failure to pass a balanced budget
amendment is what will harm Social
Security.

It is the evergrowing Federal debt
and interest payments that truly
threaten Social Security. The balanced
budget amendment is a way to put a
halt to the spendthrift ways of Con-
gress. Dr. Robert Myers, Social Secu-
rity’s former chief actuary and deputy
commissioner has given his support to
a balanced budget amendment as a
means to protect Social Security. Dr.
Myers has stated the case clearly as to
how the Government’s fiscal irrespon-
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sibility threatens Social Security. Dr.
Myers said:

In my opinion, the most serious threat to
Social Security is the federal government’s
fiscal irresponsibility. If we continue to run
federal deficits year after year, and if inter-
est payments continue to rise at an alarming
rate, we will face two dangerous possibili-
ties. Either we will raid the trust funds to
pay for our current profligacy, or we will
print money, dishonestly inflating our way
out of indebtedness. Both cases would dev-
astate the real value of the Social Security
Trust Funds.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Jake Hansen, the
vice president of government affairs for
the non profit organization, the Sen-
iors Coalition, recently elaborated on
Dr. Myers’ comments in a speech he
gave to the National Taxpayers Con-
ference. Mr. Hansen’s speech, entitled,
“The Balanced Budget Amendment:
Key to Saving Social Security,” was
published in the January/February 1995
issue of the Senior Class, a bimonthly
publication of the Seniors Coalition.

But more to the point today, Mr.
Speaker, | bring to the House floor
Concurrent Resolution 17, a resolution
that places Members of Congress clear-
ly on record as being committed to ful-
filling the promises of the past when
the Federal Government established
Social Security.

Specifically, this resolution directs
the Congress to leave the Federal Old
Age and Survivors Insurance trust fund
and the Federal Disability trust fund
alone when it is forced to comply with
the balanced budget amendment.

House Concurrent Resolution 17 is a
straightforward resolution that does
two things: First, it directs the appro-
priate committees of the House and
Senate to report to their respective
Chambers implementing legislation to
achieve a balanced budget amendment;
and second, it requires that in doing so,
the committees shall not do anything
to increase Social Security taxes or re-
duce benefits to achieve that goal.

Mr. Speaker, what that means is that
the budget cannot be balanced on the
backs of those currently paying Social
Security taxes or on the backs of those
currently receiving Social Security
benefits.

The majority leadership thought it
appropriate to report my resolution to
the floor today before the House con-
siders House Joint Resolution 1, the
balanced budget amendment. Their
reasoning, with which 1 completely
agree, is that this resolution is nec-
essary to fend off attacks by the critics
of a balanced budget who claim that
somehow proponents of a balanced
budget amendment have secret plans to
slash Social Security. Mr. Speaker,
this has no basis in fact. Most Members
of this body, including myself, have al-
ready been on record as pledging to
protect the retirement benefits of the
elderly. My resolution simply ensures
that Members of Congress keep their
Social Security protection pledge.

As an original cosponsor of House
Joint Resolution 1, | believe the best
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way to ensure retirement benefits are
safe from the budgetary ax, now and in
the future, is for the Congress to pass
and the States to ratify a balanced
budget amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution.

Mr. Speaker, many of us, on this side
of the aisle, felt that it was necessary
to bring forth this resolution as a way
to offset the incorrect claims of critics
who portray proponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment in a false
light. We were afraid that their fear
mongering about the balance budget
amendment would disseminate into the
public as fact. The truth is, Mr. Speak-
er, a balanced budget amendment will
be the first step toward guaranteeing
the financial security of American re-
tirees.

Some Members of Congress support a
version of the balanced budget amend-
ment which specifically carves out So-
cial Security. This may be smart poli-
tics on the surface, but it is certainly
not sound public policy.

Because Social Security is a program
established by statute and not referred
to in the Constitution, amending that
historic document to provide an exclu-
sion from balanced budget computa-
tions just creates an opportunity for
potential, future mischief. Since Con-
gress possesses the legislative author-
ity to change statute, irresponsible
lawmakers could, at some point in the
future, by-pass balanced budget re-
quirements by merely redefining future
spending programs as, quote, ‘‘Social
Security.” Under this loophole, Con-
gress could evade its responsibilities to
balance the budget by making all man-
ner and forms of spending Social Secu-
rity programs.

Mr. Speaker, Members of Congress do
not have to meddle with the Constitu-
tion in order to protect the Social Se-
curity trust funds. Instead, they could
support House Concurrent Resolution
17 and vote for the balanced budget
amendment. Mr. Speaker, | note that
when 1 yield, it is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker,
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is defini-
tive proof that the Republicans intend
to cut Social Security. There is no
question about it.

However, if they really wanted to ex-
empt Social Security from the bal-
anced budget chopping block, they
would have written that promise into
their constitutional amendment. They
would make it explicit that Social Se-
curity would not be cut. However, this
resolution does no such thing. In fact,
the resolution before us is more re-
markable for what it does not do than
what it does.

The Flanagan resolution does not ex-
empt Social Security from the chop-
ping block. It does not bind the House
to exempt Social Security. It has no

I yield
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point of order to prevent cuts in Social
Security. It does not ask the President
to sign legislation to say Social Secu-
rity will not be cut, and it does not im-
pose sanctions if Social Security is cut.
It has no teeth to prevent Social Secu-
rity from being cut.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, there is nothing
in this resolution to prevent Social Se-
curity from being cut at all.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is noth-
ing but one big, giant fig leaf, one, big,
giant fig leaf. It is one great big, trust
me. All it says to the seniors of Amer-
ica is ‘“Take our word for it, we won’t
slash Social Security.”

I am sorry, Mr. Speaker, that is not
good enough. Republicans have proven
time and again in the past that we can-
not take their word on Social Security.

During the 1980’s two Republican
Presidents tried to slash Social Secu-
rity and Medicare time and time again.
In 1986, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH] himself offered a bill to
eliminate Social Security as we know
it. As recently as 2 weeks ago, Mr.
GINGRICH said he expects Social Secu-
rity to be on the table in 5 years.

In 1984 the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY] called Social Security a
bad retirement, a rotten trick, and said
it should be phased out over time. Mr.
Speaker, this is from a man who based
his first campaign for office on abolish-
ing Social Security. This year, on the
27th of September, Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]
said “‘l would never have created Social
Security in the first place.”

This mind-set that | have just de-
scribed has trickled down through the
Republican ranks. Social Security is
not exempted from the Republican bal-
anced budget amendment. In fact, in
the one chance, the one chance that
Republicans had to exempt Social Se-
curity in this Congress, in the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary 1 week ago, every
Republican but one voted to keep So-
cial Security on the chopping block.

Now, Mr. Speaker, they come here
with this empty resolution and they
ask the American people to take their
word for it. Mr. Speaker, | may have
been born at night, but I was not born
last night. If Members truly want to
exempt Social Security, the language
must be in the amendment. It is that
simple.

The way to do that is to support the
Gephardt balanced budget amendment.
Unlike this resolution, the Gephardt
amendment explicitly takes Social Se-
curity off the table.

Mr. Speaker, 60 years ago Franklin
Roosevelt made a solemn, a solemn
promise to the American people. He
called Social Security a sacred trust
that must never, never be taken away.

The senior citizens of this country
have given a lot to America. They
fought in our wars, they built our econ-
omy, they struggled to give us a better
life, and now many of them are strug-
gling on $680 a month on their Social
Security check.
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We are not going to let the other side
balance this budget on their backs. We
are not going to let the other side pick
their pockets to fulfill this Contract.
The American people are not going to
be fooled by this fig leaf.

I suspect all of us are going to sup-
port this meaningless amendment, but
the true test, the true test of whether
we are serious about protecting Social
Security is whether or not we vote to
make that promise part of the con-
stitutional amendment.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues,
vote for this amendment, but do not be
fooled by a fig leaf, because the Amer-
ican people will know where Members
on the other side stand, and it will be
in a few days.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for his comments
and his support.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. EWING].

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of this resolution,
and | want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FLANAGAN]
for bringing it to our attention, and
bringing it here to this House.

It is important that the seniors in
this country know that we are not
going to touch their Social Security
with the balanced budget amendment.
Republicans have said this over and
over again. | come to the well today to
say it again, because we hear so much
rhetoric from the other side which is
totally inaccurate.

This says nothing about cutting So-
cial Security. In fact, we have proposed
repealing the tax that the President
and his party helped put on the senior
citizens last year.

There is no reason for Social Secu-
rity to be touched to balance the budg-
et. We can easily balance the budget if
we control spending. If we would grow
our spending only 3 percent a year, in-
stead of 5.4 percent, we could balance
the budget.

Mr. Speaker, | wonder if most seniors
know that in fact today the deficit is
really the greatest threat to their con-
tinued receipt of Social Security. We
are getting a surplus every year in the
Social Security fund, but we use it to
apply to the deficit.

Mr. Speaker, we have in the Social
Security trust fund a giant drawer full
of 10U’s from the Federal Government.
We are going to need those investments
in the year 2013 to try and pay Social
Security as it comes due. It will not be
there if we have these continued defi-
cits.

Mr. Speaker, it is a cruel hoax on the
American senior citizens to contin-
ually bad-mouth the attempt to bal-
ance the budget as a way to cut Social
Security.

I would say to the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. FLANAGAN], | reiterate that
this is a good resolution. It states our
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purpose. |1 thank the gentleman for
bringing it to us.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, we must
consider four questions if this is to be
considered as a serious and compelling
force to constitutionally bar cuts in
Social Security benefits.

First, is it true that Social Security
is currently off budget? Answer: Yes. In
1991 the Budget Enforcement Act did
that.

Second, it is not true that the Bal-
anced Budget Act puts the Social Secu-
rity trust fund back on budget? An-
swer: True, it does.

Third, is it not true that even with
the Flanagan amendment, Congress
could subsequently raid the trust fund
to balance the budget under the Bal-
anced Budget Act without penalty? An-
swer: True.

Is it not true that the only ironclad
protection for the Social Security trust
fund is to write it into the balanced
budget amendment, into the text, that
Social Security would not be counted
as either outlays or receipts?

Unless we do that, Mr. Speaker, what
we are doing here is merely a rhetori-
cal exercise of stating good intentions
that will lead us no further along this
compelling question, in the resolution
of it, than we were before this concur-
rent resolution was adopted.

Please, Mr. Speaker, let us wait for
the Gephardt amendment that would
actually take care of this problem.

O 1500

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. HASTERT]

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I am
particularly pleased to rise in support
of this concurrent resolution. | have
long been a supporter of the balanced
budget amendment. But one of the nag-
ging concerns of some of my constitu-
ents and myself has been Social Secu-
rity.

Although the record of the Repub-
lican Party has clearly shown that we
have no intention of harming the So-
cial Security program, it seems like
not everyone believes us. The passage
of this resolution will show the Amer-
ican people that we are serious when
we say we are going to balance the
budget and we are not going to do it by
robbing the Social Security trust fund.

Mr. HASTERT. Here is what the reso-
lution says:

“That, for the purposes of any constitu-
tional amendment requiring a balanced
budget, the appropriate committees of the
House and the Senate shall report to their
respective Houses implementing legislation
to achieve a balanced budget without in-
creasing the receipts or reducing the dis-
bursements of the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
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vivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal
Disability Trust Fund to achieve that goal.”

We also are not going to raise taxes
to do it. That is the other part of the
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, balancing the budget is
a day-by-day, step-by-step process. If
we start today by trimming away use-
less and wasteful programs, we are
going to succeed in balancing the budg-
et without resorting to new taxes.

I want to thank my good friend, the
gentleman from |Illinois, for offering
this resolution. The American people
have been demanding a balanced budg-
et amendment for a long time. When
the House passes that amendment this
week, Americans will know that we do
not need to raise taxes and that we do
not intend to cut Social Security.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port the resolution.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the wonderful new
freshman, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as |
look at this resolution, it is a little
flimsy. It is a little short. It is only a
sentence long. | do not think it is big
enough to cover what is happening
with reference to this resolution.

I thought it particularly curious to
learn in the rather unyielding remarks
of my colleagues from lllinois that the
majority leader had suggested this res-
olution to guarantee that once again
the Republicans are not going to have
their fingers in the social Security sys-
tem, that the majority leader was the
one who inspired House Concurrent
Resolution 17.

For it was only a few months ago, on
an important day in the history of this
country, September 27, 1994, when so
many of our colleagues were out smil-
ing on the steps of the Capitol with
their contract that the majority leader
was asked to take the pledge in public
not to cut people’s Social Security to
meet these promises that were made
here on the Capitol steps, and his re-
sponse on public television September
27 was, ‘““No, I'm not going to make
such a promise.”

The Republican Party has had a
record of looking at the Social Secu-
rity system askance and this is simply
a way to cover for what is about to
happen with the balanced budget
amendment.

It was particularly unusual that—I
think it is particularly curious that a
Republican Member, a freshman Mem-
ber would come forward with a com-
memorative resolution of this type, be-
cause this resolution will have the
same effect as some of the other resolu-
tions that Republicans have offered to
this body.

I refer to National Quilting Day,
Travel Agent Appreciation Day. These
are commemorative resolutions very
much like this document. They have
absolutely the same effect. They will
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not allow for a point of order to stand.
They are purely political cover and not
real protection for those with Social
Security.

You can tell how serious our col-
leagues are on the subject of protecting
Social Security because they did not
even bother to print it in TV Guide
which we have learned to be the source
of most of what we know about the fu-
ture of government in the United
States today.

There are, of course, different ver-
sions of this resolution that may come
about. | understand the final copy will
be on the finest parchment in the land,
will be read, interlined, will be in the
archives of the United States. Perhaps
a copy will be available to mount on
the wall of the gentleman from Illinois
to point to with everyone who has a
Social Security card in this country,
that they will have protection as a re-
sult of this resolution, a testament to
the skill of his legislative hand.

But | would suggest that today in
America, there are other people out
there working with their hands. Men
and women, many of whom have only a
Social Security check to look for. And
those people and their hands are left
out of this resolution.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. FUNDERBURK].

(Mr. FUNDERBURK asked as was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to support House Concur-
rent Resolution 17 of my friend, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FLANA-
GAN] to help fulfill the promise of the
Contract With America by pledging to
protect Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, the minority is at it
again. Once again they are doing their
level best to scare senior citizens into
thinking that Republicans are out to
destroy Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, that ploy did not work
in November and it will not work now.

Even though the American people
have changed managers of this House,
the minority is still trying to use every
available opportunity to make Social
Security a frightening wedge issue. It
should be said again that the Repub-
lican Party has taken Social Security
off the table. The budget can and will
be balanced by the year 2002 without
touching the program most vital to our
senior citizens.

The balanced budget amendment will
protect Social Security because there
will be no more borrowing from the
trust funds which truly protect our Na-
tion’s retirees.

Compare that to what is happening
now. Skyrocketing budget deficits
guarantee that the Government will
continue to borrow from trust funds to
mask the deficit. Sooner or later we
will have to begin paying back the tril-
lions we have borrowed. Every dollar
we borrow further burdens Medicare
and other priority programs. Each time
we borrow, the Congress feels more of
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an urge to raise working people’s taxes
to make up for its fiscal irresponsibil-
ity.

While the other side talks a good
game about protecting seniors, it was
their 1993 budget which imposed $25 bil-
lion in higher Social Security taxes on
senior citizens. Now they want to cre-
ate more mischief. If Social Security is
excluded from budget calculations, it
means that Congress will have to raise
payroll taxes and make serious adjust-
ments in Medicare and other senior
programs to make up for the shortfall.

Let there be no mistake. A balanced
budget is the first step toward guaran-
teeing the financial security of retir-
ees. It puts a stop to trust fund borrow-
ing and stops the deficit explosion. The
best way, Mr. Speaker, to protect sen-
iors and Social Security is to balance
the budget now.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
Flanagan resolution.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the wonderful gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN-
NELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, the
item that we are discussing right now
is a concurrent resolution to protect
Social Security. Yet as every Member
on this floor knows, this resolution is
powerless if this body decides to cut
Social Security.

I also remember when many new
Members were paying allegiance to the
contract that some of them did have a
caveat, and that caveat was that Social
Security is off the table. That is be-
cause they realize that Social Security
is a contract with the American people.
There are benefits that the American
people worked for week in and week
out, and they expect to collect on their
retirement.

That means that the Congress does
not have the right to balance the budg-
et at the expense of Social Security.
Social Security did not bring about
this deficit and Social Security should
not be used to eliminate the deficit
that we have before us and is so trou-
blesome to all of us.

Let us protect Social Security. |
think we all agree that that is a good
thing to do. But let us do it for real,
and we will have an opportunity later
to, in this debate. But do not do it by
a concurrent resolution. No matter
how good is sounds, it is powerless to
protect Social Security.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. CRANE].

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I want to salute the gentleman for
the introduction of this resolution and
try to clarify apparently some mis-
understandings about where Republica-
tions are coming from. We appro-
priately have taken the Social Secu-
rity trust fund off budget and that is
where it should always reside. That
does not mean it is a sacred trust, be-
cause we have to remember that we
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have done this with other trust funds
and we must remember our Democratic
colleagues slashed $56 billion out of
Medicare funding and we have got to
remember our Democratic colleagues
put that tax increase on Social Secu-
rity without a single Republican vote
in support of either of those two posi-
tions.
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So, we are going on record, we have
made it clear where we are coming
from, and | simply want to congratu-
late my colleague, the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. FLANAGAN], for introduc-
ing this resolution.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the dynamic gentle-

woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last
night, in an eloquent State of the
Union Address, President Clinton

asked Americans to forge a new cov-
enant based on inalienable rights and
solemn responsibilities.

The President urged Members of this
body to work together to pass welfare
reform, tax relief, and reduce wasteful
spending. He also emphasized the need
to balance the budget. We agree.

But, like the President, we’re here to
draw the line. We will not balance the
Federal budget on the backs of seniors.
We will not cut Social Security and
Medicare to balance the budget.

Senior citizens built this country.
They have worked hard, raised fami-
lies, fought wars, and forged strong
communities. Our senior citizens have
lived up to their responsibilities. And,
they have earned the right of a decent
and dignified retirement.

We need a leaner, not a meaner Gov-
ernment. That’s where Democrats and
Republicans part company. While the
Speaker has promised to spare Social
Security, the Republican balanced
budget amendment shows Social Secu-
rity no mercy.

Instead, the Republicans have put
forth the Flanagan fig leaf resolution
we now have before us. This resolution
does nothing to protect Social Secu-
rity—it has no force of law. It does not
ensure we will achieve a balanced
budget that does not attack Social Se-
curity, because it does not guarantee a
constitutional bar against cuts in So-
cial Security benefits. So the Social
Security trust fund surplus will still be
used to mask the real size of the defi-
cit.

The President was right last night.
The final test of everything we do
should be a simple one: Is it good for
the American people? All of the Amer-
ican people. The Republican balanced
budget amendment does not pass that
test, and our senior citizens will not be
fooled by this Flanagan fig leaf resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, we are not trying to
make Social Security a wedge issue.
My Republican colleagues are trying to
fool seniors into believing that this
resolution will protect their benefits.
This resolution ought to be called: Sen-
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iors beware, your benefits are in trou-
ble.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from lIllinois for
yielding me this time and for introduc-
ing this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | listened with great in-
terest to the comments from the other
side of the aisle. One of the previous
speakers was quite correct to point out
that before there was this contract
there was enacted a solemn contract
with the American people that we call
Social Security. And | rise in strong
support of the Flanagan resolution. In
contrast with my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, | cannot classify
this as a fig leaf, for | remember,
though | was not a Member of this
body, in the 103d Congress, | remember
a very clear record in that Congress,
when the former majority rose and
struck down benefits for seniors and
taxed seniors’ benefits, and strove to
cut Medicare.

Friends, that is the real history of
what has transpired, and this resolu-
tion serves to guide us always, to make
sure that we understand the solemn
commitment of the intergenerational
contract with this Nation’s seniors.

Mr. Speaker, actions speak louder
than words. We saw terrible actions in
the last Congress. This Congress has a
strong commitment to preserve the
rights of seniors.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Dakota [Mr.
POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the resolution
under consideration. It represents, in
my opinion, the worst aspects of poli-
tics, even as we deliberate an issue as
central to this country as amending
the Constitution to require a balanced
budget, what we are considering is a
fraud.

Mr. Speaker, | favor a balanced budg-
et amendment with one essential pre-
condition and that is that the Social
Security trust fund be placed off lim-
its, not used to bail out unrelated Gov-
ernment spending.

In words alone, both parties agree,
all Members are saying Social Security
is off limits. Indeed, however, there are
deep divisions within this body. Some
of us will only support a balanced
budget amendment if the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, independent status of
this vital program is protected. Unfor-
tunately, the majority opposes this
independent status.

If we all agree Social Security is off
limits, let us get it in writing. If we
buy a car, we buy a house and promises
are made, we get them in writing. We
get them in writing so that we can bind
the contract in the future.

That is why the balanced budget
amendment test has to clearly protect
Social Security. It is the only way we
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can bind this Congress, let alone a fu-
ture Congress. The resolution is des-
picable, because it pretends to put in
writing a Social Security commitment,
but it does nothing, nothing at all. It is
not worth the paper it is written on.

This amendment is politics at its
worst because what it says in reality is
you have a point on Social Security.
You have every reason to be concerned
about Social Security, but we are not
going to deal with your problem. We
will pass a meaningless resolution, we
will pretend to deal with your problem.
It could just as well say we think those
of you who care about Social Security
can be tricked. We can fool you into
thinking we have protected Social Se-
curity when we have done nothing,
nothing at all for your concerns.

Well, the people are not tricked by
this resolution, Mr. Speaker. The Na-
tional Committee to Save Social Secu-
rity, the second largest advocacy group
for seniors in the country, has called
the Flanagan resolution meaningless
and they state, and | quote ‘“‘Seniors
will not be fooled.”

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois, Mr. HENRY HYDE,
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for the 1 minute and | con-
gratulate him for this resolution. |
would just suggest to my friends who
think this is a waste of time and the
equivalent of a commemorative resolu-
tion, that they vote ‘“‘no.”” They put
their money where their mouth is and
vote ‘“‘no’ on this and send a message
that they are intellectually honest.
You are not going to condemn it as a
nothing and then vote for it, surely.

As far as | am concerned, | am going
to vote for it, because it is in writing
and when | vote that is my signature to
the writing that says we are not going
to touch Social Security. That is a sol-
emn promise. It is an undertaking of
mine that 1 would recommend my next
opponent or the next six of them call
me to account on if | break my word.

This is something. This is a state-
ment of policy for all of those who sign
it and for those who sign, know, it is a
statement of their policy.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Let me answer the prior speaker that
was in the well.

The reason that it does not matter
how anybody votes on this is because
this side of the aisle is going to go on
and do the real thing. We are really
going to take Social Security off the
chopping block. Obviously, if Social
Security were not on the chopping
block, we would not need this resolu-
tion at all. And we know that this lit-
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tle piece of paper, this House Concur-
rent Resolution which is nothing more
than what we use to declare National
Pickle Day, has exactly the same impe-
tus as National Pickle Day.

For those of us who have been around
a long time, it took us a long time to
get Social Security out of the general
budget. We got it out of the general
budget in 1991. And this resolution is a
concession that this balanced budget
amendment puts it back in the whole
thing for the deficit. And that is, in
other words, you would not need it.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. | am happy to
yield to the gentleman from lIllinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, | just have a
higher regard for the gentlewoman’s
vote than perhaps the gentlewoman
does herself. When you vote for this,
you are making a statement you are
not going to touch Social Security. |
believe you. | believe you.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. | tell my chair-
man | not only am not not going to
vote for this resolution, I am going to
do it; and | am going to go on and vote
for a real amendment that says we are
not going to let any constitutional
amendment do it, because as a parent |
know what this is about. This is about
the theory of Congressmen saying later
on to Social Security recipients, but
the Constitution made me do it, and
they are hoping that the people will
not figure out how the Constitution
made them do.

Today is the day we are voting on the
amendment that will say that the Con-
stitution will make us do it and noth-
ing will change that unless we vote for
a real amendment to that constitu-
tional amendment that takes Social
Security out.

I hope all Members vote for the real
thing. This is a play thing, and let us
be perfectly clear, we are just playing
with a play thing.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will advise the Members the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FLANAGAN]
has 16 minutes remaining and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BoONIOR] has
12 minutes remaining.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. WAMP].

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the Flanagan resolution and
thank my colleague from Illinois for
bringing this issue into the balanced
budget amendment debate in a produc-
tive manner.

The same special interests who have
for years tied up the balanced budget
amendment debate are now resorting
to scare tactics to try to get older
Americans on their side in opposition
to the balanced budget amendment.
They have scared seniors in my district
by saying that balanced budgets will
require cuts in their Social Security
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benefits, cuts in their fixed incomes,
and threaten their way of life.

But this is not true. In fact, the Sen-
iors’ Coalition, a national organiza-
tion, supports the balanced budget
amendment, because they know that
spiraling deficits are the biggest threat
to our national well-being.

We can achieve a balance without
touching Social Security. Our party
and our leadership are on record oppos-
ing cuts in Social Security—opposing
cuts—and so am |I.

Now, passage of this resolution would
do three things. First, it would hold
our feet to the fire in passing budgets
under the balanced budget amendment
that do not use the Social Security
trust funds to mask the deficit or to
raid those funds for other purposes,
whether increased spending or deficit
reduction.

Second, it would force each Member
of this House to go on record by voting
their intent to leave Social Security
off the table once a balanced budget is
passed.

And, third, it would allow us to de-
bate the merits of a balanced budget
amendment in this Chamber without
restrictions from the distortions our
opponents would like to throw at us
about how this is all some evil attempt
to steal someone’s Social Security ben-
efits. It is not.

What better guarantee can we give
older Americans and all Americans
that we have the political will and the
strength of our convictions to balance
the Federal budget without affecting
Social Security or raising taxes than
to pass this resolution first, then pro-
ceed to passing the Barton version of
the balanced budget amendment?

I respectfully urge your ‘“‘yes’” vote
on both measures.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. TUCKER].

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, the prior speaker, asked
the appropriate and relevant question:
What better guarantee can we give our
senior citizens that Social Security
will be taken off the table? This is not
the better guarantee, Mr. Speaker. The
better guarantee is the Gephardt
amendment to the constitutional
amendment.

Now, we understand that there are
going to be many Members who are
going to vote for this to put their in-
tent on the record. It is a pledge, it is
a promise or a note. But what we want
to see, Mr. Speaker, is for them to step
up to the plate and them to really put
their intent into purposes and into ef-
fect; that is on the Gephardt amend-
ment which says we will have an
amendment to the constitutional
amendment that will emphatically and
unequivocally take Social Security off
the table.

They talk about their intent, Mr.
Speaker. We have heard their intent
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flop back and forward. They said it was
on the table, they said it was off the
table. Now it is time for them to put
their money where their mouth is.

They say the are the party of action
and not the party of words. Let us take
action not on a mere symbolic commit-
ment, not on a mere symbolic one, Mr.
Speaker, like the Flanagan amend-
ment, but a real-teeth amendment, en-
forceable amendment, like the Gep-
hardt amendment.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. WELLER].

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, it is im-
portant that today we shed light on the
scare tactics that are being used by
some in the political arena to frighten
America’s senior citizens. Broadcasting
false cuts in Social Security, these
fearmongers are needlessly scaring our
society’s most vulnerable citizens by
tying Congress’ efforts of balancing the
budget to alleged efforts to cheat sen-
iors out of their hard-earned Social Se-
curity. This is inaccurate information
purposely being delivered to the elder-
ly in an attempt to conjure up false im-
ages of bone-chilling results at the cost
of our American senior citizens.

These individuals who are painting
the dark, inaccurate picture are doing
so in an attempt to confuse and scare
America’s senior citizens of the reality,
the true changes, that are taking place
here on Capitol Hill.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support the
balanced budget amendment and com-
mend my colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FLANAGAN], of the
Land of Lincoln, the State of Illinois,
for his initiative to put everyone’s
name with an ‘“‘aye’” or a ‘“nay” and
put us all on the record in saying
whether or not we want to protect So-
cial Security.

Republicans have made it clear that
Social Security msut not be touched as
we work to balance the budget.

I urge my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle to join with us
in our commitment to America’s senior
citizens by voting to adopt the Flana-
gan resolution to protect Social Secu-
rity.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the wonderful gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | am very grateful for
every opportunity | get to protect So-
cial Security.

But | want to do it with law, not with
smoke and mirrors. Now, this is a feel-
good resolution. But, of course, it
means nothing, absolutely nothing.

Now, | like to do things that feel
good, but | am paid to legislate. If my
colleagues want to protect Social Secu-
rity, let them do something real; let
them vote for the three balanced budg-
et amendments that protect Social Se-
curity.

Let us, all of us, earn our pay, not
just feel good.
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Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MCINTOSH].

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing me this time, and I commend him
for bringing this important resolution
to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, with the Flanagan reso-
lution we resolve that in our efforts to
bring fiscal responsibility to this insti-
tution we will not balance the budget
upon the backs of older Americans.

Let us not forget that America’s
older citizens have borne great burdens
for this country. It was my mother’s
generation who won World War II.
Their stout hearts crushed the twin
evils of fascism and communism and
built a half century of prosperity at
home. It is that generation of older re-
tired Americans we have to thank for
advancing this country to her rightful
place of leadership in the world. They
have served this country valiantly and
have planned their retirement based on
the Social Security system.

We shall not repay their sacrifices by
threatening the incomes of older Amer-
icans. The real party that wants to cut
Social Security is the party of Alice
Rivlin, the Democratic Party.

The only plan to cut Social Security
that came out in the last election was
in President Clinton’s secret memo to
drastically cut that program. The Clin-
ton administration’s record is clear.
They taxed Social Security. No Repub-
lican voted for that. They cut Medi-
care. No Republican voted for that.

Let us set the record straight: Demo-
cratic fearmongers are wrong. This Re-
publican Congress will never, never,
never, vote to cut Social Security ben-
efits.

We can and will balance the budget
without touching Social Security. If
my colleagues in the Democratic Party
are sincere, they will quickly vote
unanimously to pass the Flanagan res-
olution and protect older Americans
and then pass the balanced budget
amendment to protect the country
from runaway debt caused by 40 years
of tax-and-spend policies.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL].

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this res-
olution has no more meaning and no
more use than side pockets on a cow.
This is a fraud. This is a sham.

My Republican colleagues are sud-
denly concerned that the senior citi-
zens have discovered that nowhere in
this amendment to the Constitution
which they are pushing is there any
protection for senior citizens on Social
Security. So all of a sudden they come
forward with this wonderful document,
but this document means nothing. It
has no more significance than the soup
made from the shadow of a pigeon
which stood in place yesterday.
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It affords no protection to the senior
citizens of this country whatsoever. It
can be ignored at any time the Con-
gress chooses. It has no enacting
clause. It has no force and effect on the
rules of the House or Senate.
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It has no constitutional meaning, it
is absolutely nothing, it is a sham, it is
a fraud, it is nothing.

I will tell my Republican colleagues:
You can run but you cannot hide. And,
you assuredly cannot hide behind this
nonsensical piece of hooey.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. LAHooD].

Mr. LAHOOD. | thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker and ladies and gen-
tleman, | do not know a politician any-
where in America, not one, not one
Democrat, not one Republican any-
where in this House that wants to cut
Social Security. The biggest fig leaf is
to have the distinguished Democratic
whip come on the floor and offer 4 min-
utes and 50 seconds of remarks speak-
ing against the resolution and then tell
us he is going to support it. He does not
want to cut Social Security; | do not
want to cut Social Security, no Repub-
lican wants to cut Social Security. The
gentlewoman from Colorado does not, |
know. Nobody does. So do not stand
there, do not come to the floor, do not
accuse us of wanting to do that.

Help us pass the resolution.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN].

(Mr. WYDEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, it seems
to me that it is very revealing that
when my Republican friends feel
strongly about the budget, they en-
shrine their views in the Constitution.
But when it comes to protecting senior
citizens, for the last half hour we have
heard every manner of argument as to
why Social Security really does not
need constitutional protection.

I am of the view that on a bipartisan
basis Social Security deserves legally
binding, constitutionally protected
safety. Unfortunately, this resolution
does not do that.

Senior citizens deserve better, and on
a bipartisan basis we should make sure
that it gets done.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WYDEN. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I really appreciate what the gen-
tleman was saying because he is abso-
lutely right. We all do not want to
touch Social Security, and there is one
way we can guarantee it, and that is to
vote for the amendment that says in
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the Constitution it is not on the chop-
ping block. When it comes to these res-
olutions, we have a statement from Mr.
CLINGER about a prior resolution of
this order, who said it was totally de-
void of substance and offered little
more than a parliamentary parlor
game. That is what resolutions are,
they are something that you hide be-
hind but they do not stop a budget
knife.

So we may not want to touch it, but
the budget knife can go ahead and
touch it unless we do the real thing.

I really thank the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] for yielding and
for pointing that out because we want
to make that point. We want to do the
real thing, and that is to protect Social
Security with a protecting amendment.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. CHAMBLISS].

(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, when
I was elected to this Congress in No-
vember, | felt a tremendous sense of
honor and pride to have the oppor-
tunity to represent the many good peo-
ple of Georgia’s Eighth District. | was
excited to advance the contract that |
made with the people of my district, in
particular the piece of legislation we
will take up today, the balanced budget
amendment.

Poll after poll reflects the same
truth, Mr. Speaker: The people want
this Congress to deal with the deficit,
and they want us to pass a balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
elected a new leadership that will take
up the critical issues that will effect
the type of change demanded in every
town hall and around every Kkitchen
table in America.

Now that the former leadership is re-
duced to a minority status, they have
taken on a new strategy for killing the
amendment: scare tactics. It seems odd
that the Democrats are such experts in
telling the American people and the
new majority what programs it must
cut to balance the budget when it has
been utterly incapable of doing so in
recent memory. | have a news flash for
the old leadership: We can balance the
budget, and we will balance the budget.
But make no mistake about it, we will
not sacrifice the future of our senior
citizens to do it.

I commend the gentleman from Illi-
nois for offering this well-meaning res-
olution as our way of assuring the el-
derly of our society that this leader-
ship will not renege on this Govern-
ment’s contract to provide for seniors,
one of whom is my mother, in their
sunset years.

I would also like to personally take
this opportunity to assure the seniors
that | represent, seniors in my home
town of Moultrie, and in towns like
Cochran, Eastman, and Pearson that
our Contract With America is for real
and that this balanced budget amend-
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ment is for real. We will not turn our
backs on the men and women who
worked so hard to make this country
the greatest democracy the world has
ever known, and so | urge Members to
adopt this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, let us send a message of as-
surance to seniors of this great Nation.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the dynamic gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | offered a free standing
substitute that would have protected
Social Security and would have met
the argument that, “Oh, you could
then call anything Social Security.”’

| offered an amendment to the Com-
mittee on Rules which would have
taken the Barton amendment and sim-
ply added language that said, ‘“When
you calculate whether or not there is a
surplus or a deficit, you exclude Social
Security,” and defined it to be an old
age and survivors program with pay-
ments.

So it was not open to that.

The Committee on Rules said ‘““No.”” |
know now why they took Claude Pep-
per’s picture down. They did not want
Claude Pepper looking on when they
killed an amendment that would have
protected Social Security. But then
they had second thoughts. They came
up with about as meaningless a resolu-
tion as | have ever seen. Members keep
saying, ‘“We don’t want to cut Social
Security.” But you are trying to pass a
constitutional amendment that will
create an incentive to cut Social Secu-
rity because under the amendment
being offered, if there is a deficit else-
where, it could be offset by a Social Se-
curity surplus.

We have had the Speaker of the
House say that we must recalculate the
consumer price index so that it pro-
vides less. That is primarily a means of
reducing cost-of-living increases for
Social Security recipients.

Put the two together.

The Speaker threatens the Bureau of
Labor Standards and says, ‘“You had
better cut the CPIL.” The main fiscal
impact of reducing the consumer price
index is to reduce the cost-of-living in-
crease for Social Security recipients,
which then swells the surplus, which
you then, under your constitutional
amendment, without our language, will
use to hold down that deficit.

So this piece of paper, being on So-
cial Security and knowing that you are
going to create a constitutionally driv-
en incentive to reduce benefits to help
with the surplus, is like being on the
Lusitania and getting word that the
Titanic has just set sail to save you.

You have an entirely meaningless
resolution, not binding on anybody,
that is supposed to offset a constitu-
tionally created incentive that people
will have to cut Social Security.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the Titanic speaker for his re-
marks.
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Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BRY-
ANT.]

(Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, in the debate over a balanced
budget amendment, we are hearing
from the opposition a worn-out and
failed argument. They use it every
time we try to bring spending under
control.

They are trying to prevent fiscal re-
sponsibility and change.

The opponents of a balanced budget
amendment are now saying it will cut
into Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, that just is not true and
is misleading.

Mr. Speaker, our budget can be bal-
anced without touching Social Secu-
rity.

Social Security benefits will not be
affected by a balanced budget amend-
ment. | would not support one if it did.

| do not want to hurt the 900,000 peo-
ple in my State who benefit from So-
cial Security.

Mr. Speaker, we owe those who have
paid their hard-earned dollars into So-
cial Security their benefits.

Mr. Speaker, for those out there who
would like to vote for this, | commend
this resolution to my colleagues for
their full support.
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZ-
KA].

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers, | thank the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, Members, all this rhet-
oric this afternoon would not be nec-
essary if, in fact, the Committee on
Rules would have adopted the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] or my
amendment to the Barton bill which
would provide an exclusion from Social
Security in the balanced budget
amendment. So, all this talk of protec-
tion and all the other rhetoric we are
hearing, would not have been nec-
essary, but let me quote for my col-
leagues from some senior citizen orga-
nizations which have written to us in
the past couple of days. Probably the
most respected is the Association of
Retired Persons, AARP.

They indicated that the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary voted to keep
Social Security on the table. To ex-
clude it, according to its chairman,
would require us to make spending cuts
more sweeping than currently con-
templated. This scare tactic is a quote
from our chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, and it is from a sen-
ior citizen group who represents sen-
iors throughout the country who re-
ceived a news release here from the Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social
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Security. They indicate that this rule
shows, and | quote:

“This rule shows it’s gimmicks as
usual. Instead of allowing a simple up
and down vote on Social Security, the
House instead will vote on the mean-

ingless Flanagan concurrent resolu-
tion. Seniors will not be fooled.”

Here is a senior group indicating
that.

Another senior group did a poll na-
tionally, not of only seniors, but of all
Americans, and they indicated that a
national poll shows that 80 percent of
the voters want Social Security ex-
cluded from the balanced budget
amendment. So, these are people who
are asking us to include it as part of
the balanced budget amendment and
not this meaningless resolution.

What is a sense-of-Congress resolu-
tion? As the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado indicated, the way that we made
this pickle National Pickle Week was
to pass a resolution just like this. So
the resolution we are going to vote on
shortly has the same effect as making
this pickle National Pickle Week.

The seniors will not be fooled. That
is what the effect is.

Does this go into the statutes? No.

Does the President sign it? No.

I am reminded of the commercial of
kids sitting around the table. The lead-
ership looked, and they found out they
needed to have this introduced, and
they said, ““Let Mikey do it.”

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. LoBIONDO].

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues on the Democrat side of the
aisle continue to engage in political
maneuvering, but, Mr. Speaker, the
facts are very simple. For 25 years the
Democrats could not or would not bal-
ance our budget. For 25 years the
Democrats played games with Ameri-
ca’s books. For 25 years they recklessly
placed Social Security in jeopardy.

Well, at long last there is finally
some good news because we Repub-
licans will stand firm for all of our peo-
ple, especially our seniors. Republicans
will ensure we have a real balanced
budget in place and that Social Secu-
rity will be soundly protected. We are
not going to play games and flap at the
jaw like the Democrats who could not
produce in 25 years.

| say to my colleagues, “Work with
us, and watch us do it right before your
eyes now, in real time, so that all of
our people, especially our seniors, folks
like my mom and dad who are counting
on Social Security, will say, ‘Thank
goodness we have a new Republican
majority’.”

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. HILLEARY].

(Mr. HILLEARY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of the House Concur-
rent Resolution 17 and congratulate
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr.
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FLANAGAN] for raising this important
issue.

The folks in my district have been
frightened by some interest groups into
believing that the balancing of the
Federal budget will mean cuts in So-
cial Security benefits. Social Security
actually takes in more taxes than it
pays out in benefits. The real threat to
the future of the Social Security sys-
tem is the annual budget deficits of
$200 billion.

As long as the Federal Government
continues to fund wasteful and ineffi-
cient programs, the Social Security
trust fund, which had a surplus of over
$50 billion in 1994, will continue to fund
wasteful projects. The best way to pro-
tect the trust fund is to restrain deficit
spending and to balance the Federal
budget.

This legislation before us makes it
clear that the Congress cannot touch
Social Security benefits as it makes
the tough decisions to cut programs
and balance the budget. Our job, my
colleagues, is to support this resolu-
tion.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ENGLISH].

(Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in support of the resolu-
tion offered by my colleague from Illi-
nois.

During my campaign, Mr. Speaker, |
promised the voters in my district that
I would work to balance the Federal
budget. The new reform Congress has
an unprecedented opportunity to put a
decisive end, once and for all, to the
Government’s unlimited power to
spend and borrow. It is time we apply
to the Federal budget the common dis-
cipline of the family budget. | have yet
to meet a single individual in my dis-
trict who does not agree that Govern-
ment spending is out of control and
that something needs to be done about
it.

We actually hear Members of this
body who will argue that a balanced
budget amendment is a dangerous idea.
How do they justify this argument?
They will prey on the vulnerabilities of
the voters. They will say that those in
favor of this amendment will balance
the budget at the expense of older
Americans by cutting Social Security.
This is simply nonsense.

We need to streamline Government
in areas which have been abused, in-
flated and mismanaged before even
considering sacrificing a fragile vital
program like Social Security. At a
time when some are talking about a
new covenant we should signal our
clear intent to honor our social con-
tract with those who have participated
in and contributed to the Social Secu-
rity system.

I support this amendment.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. GANSKE].
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Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of this resolution of-
fered by my neighbor, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FLANAGAN].

Before we recess tomorrow, Mr.
Speaker, this body should pass a strong
balanced budget amendment. Passage
of the Flanagan resolution will help en-
sure the balanced budget amendment
meets its goal of protecting senior citi-
zens.

Mr. Speaker, it is our enormous na-
tional debt that places Social Security
at tremendous risk, not a balanced
budget amendment. It is the trust fund
behind that debt that allows Congress
to mask the true size of that debt, and
big spenders in Congress are too often
tempted to dip into these critical re-
serves to fund their big government
initiatives. This resolution makes
clear that Congress will work toward a
balanced budget amendment that ulti-
mately protects, not endangers, Amer-
ican senior citizens.

I join my colleagues in supporting
this resolution to ensure that the budg-
et will not be balanced on the backs of
seniors, and it will ensure that future
retirees will have Social Security.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker,
this is a trust. This is a trust we have
with the American people.

In talking to a person in my district
who worked in a simple, hard-working
job; he asked if he would be able to
have the confidence that Social Secu-
rity exists when he retired. Mr. Speak-
er, | think it is most important that we
uncover the coverup. We really need to
talk about bipartisanship. We can get
to the bottom of this by supporting the
Gephardt-Bonior Social Security pro-
tection.

Mr. Speaker, it is so very important
that we acknowledge that this could be
easily repealed. Mr. Speaker, let us
support the Gephardt-Bonior amend-
ment.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT], our distinguished Democrat
leader.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoLBE). The gentleman from Missouri
is recognized for 2%> minutes.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to defeat the Flanagan
resolution, to defend one of the great-
est acts of Government that this Na-
tion has ever known, the Social Secu-
rity Act. Social Security needs to be
defended, because Republican Members
of the House are pushing a balanced
budget amendment that could open the
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floodgates to devastating cuts in this
program.

Let us be clear about what is at
stake: Social Security is not just an-
other line on a spreadsheet. It is not
just a poker chip to be bargained away
while Republicans renegotiate their
faulty contract. Social Security Iis
every American’s guarantee of dignity
and decency and security in their gold-
en years.

That is why this party, the Demo-
cratic Party, fought to create it 60
years ago. And now, six decades later,
it is incomprehensible that an elderly
American would die in poverty. That is
our contract with the American people,
a contract not forged in a focus group,
but on the bedrock of decency and hu-
manity that has always been at the
heart of this country.

For years now we have been saying
let us balance the Federal budget. Let
us pass a constitutional amendment
even to do it. But let us not balance
our books on the backs of the senior
citizens of this country.

The fact is Social Security pays its
way. And if we try to use it to close the
deficit, we threaten the program’s very
solvency and integrity.

When we ask Republicans what gets
cut, who gets hurt, they squirm in
their seats. When we say promise us
you will not cut Social Security, they
say trust us. They give us the Flanagan
resolution, a nonbinding, noncommit-
tal, and in my view, nonsensical fig
leaf that promises nothing and accom-
plishes nothing.

We can do this. We can defeat this
see-through resolution and include an
amendment that will truly exempt So-
cial Security. If we want to pass a reso-
lution, if Social Security is so impor-
tant that we need this resolution, why
would we not put this in the Constitu-
tion? If it is important enough to say
in the Constitution we are going to bal-
ance the budget, let us put into the
Constitution we will not balance the
budget on the backs of the senior citi-
zens of this country.

Do not vote for a fig leaf. Do not vote
for a see-through resolution. Vote for
the real thing. Vote for the Gephardt
amendment and put the exemption in
the Constitution of the United States
of America.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois is recognized for
2Y%> minutes.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard the arguments for and
against this resolution and, in my
opinion, the proponents have won the
day. | see no reason why anyone would
object to this piece of legislation which
states in a loud and clear voice, that
the Social Security trust fund is off
limits when complying with the bal-
ance budget amendment.

My resolution, along with House
Joint Resolution 1, the Barton-Hyde-
Tate balanced budget amendment, are
important first steps in guaranteeing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

that the retirement benefits of the el-
derly are preserved and protected.

Mr. Speaker, never-ending deficit
spending compels Congress to keep pil-
ing more annual budget deficits on top
of the current $4.6 trillion national
debt. Consequently, the Government
must continue to borrow from the Fed-
eral old-age and survivors insurance
trust fund and Federal disability insur-
ance trust fund. If that trend continues
through 2013—the year Social Security
benefit payments are projected to ex-
ceed what the system collects in pay-
roll taxes—Congress then will have to
decide what benefits will be reduced or
which payroll taxes are raised.

Mr. Speaker, we must stem that tide
now and affirmatively state that these
trust funds will be held harmless in
budget balancing considerations.

The only way Congress can keep its
promises to the American people, in-
cluding Social Security, Medicare, stu-
dent financial aid, and a whole host of
other Federal programs, is for the Con-
gress to balance the budget. House
Joint Resolution 1 will do just that,
and House Concurrent Resolution 17
will help ensure that senior citizens
will not have to be sacrificed to obtain
deficit reduction.

The important thing is that we pro-
tect Social Security against being al-
tered solely for the purpose of bal-
ancing the budget. And that’s exactly
what this resolution does.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all my colleagues
to support my resolution, as well as
the Barton-Hyde-Tate balanced budget
amendment.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
protecting Social Security, but | would like
Rhode Island’s senior citizens to realize that
the Flanagan resolution, House Concurrent
Resolution 17, is weak, nonbinding, and politi-
cal cover.

Supposedly, House Concurrent Resolution
17 puts the Congress on record as opposing
cuts in Social Security to achieve a balanced
budget. However, nothing could be further
from the truth.

Unfortunately, House Concurrent Resolution
17 is the same kind of nonbinding resolution
that was used in past Congresses to com-
memorate “National Pizza Week”—concurrent
resolutions are not law and they certainly do
not supersede the Constitution of the United
States.

If Members truly want to protect Social Se-
curity from the cuts needed to achieve a bal-
anced budget, they should vote for the WISE,
GEPHARDT, OWENS, or CONYERS versions of
the balanced budget amendments. These pro-
posals would really protect Social Security be-
cause they would prohibit Social Security cuts
under the Constitution.

Indeed, if resolutions and laws are enough
to protect Social Security, why aren’t they suf-
ficient to force Congress to balance the budg-
et. As a wise person once said, “what's good
for the goose is good for the gander.”

Mr. Speaker, | will vote for the Flanagan
resolution, but more importantly | will support
those versions of the balanced budget amend-
ment which provide constitutional protection
for Social Security.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, as one
who has protected the fiscal integrity of Social
Security Program as vigorously as any Mem-
ber in this House, | rise in strong support of
this resolution.

Social Security is a self-financing program
where the payroll taxes paid by employees
and employers go into a separate, actuarially
sound trust fund and can only be use to pay
retirement benefits to retired and disabled
workers and their families. The Social Security
trust funds cannot be used to provide for our
national security, to pay for health care, or to
build roads or bridges or anything else—ex-
cept—Social Security. They can only be used
to pay the benefits promised to retired work-
ers.

This resolution expresses the sense of this
Congress that in implementing a constitutional
amendment providing for a balanced Federal
budget, the Social Security Program and trust
fund should be off limits. It reaffirms what |
have long said and supported that in reducing
the Federal budget deficit we should look to
cutting spending in those areas which are driv-
ing our Nation deeper into debt. That certainly
is not the Social Security trust fund which ac-
tually runs an annual surplus, last year which
totaled $61 billion.

The passage of this legislation prior to the
general debate on the balanced budget
amendment reaffirms our commitment to pro-
tect our Nation’s Social Security recipients
from attempts to balance the Federal budget
at their expense. Instead, with the passage of
the balance budget amendment, Congress will
be forced to make the tough choices to reduce
Government spending, the kind of votes |
have made time after time in this House, in-
stead of succumbing to the temptation to raid
the Social Security trust funds.

As a Member who probably represents
more Social Security beneficiaries than any
Member of this House, | am well aware of the
tactics that have been used by those who
want to kill the balanced budget amendment
by scaring older Americans into believing that
it will have a severe impact on the Social Se-
curity program. As | said time after time, | be-
lieve a balanced budget amendment actually
ensures the financial security of the Social Se-
curity trust fund and benefits for current and
future retirees.

Without the fiscal discipline imposed by a
balanced budget amendment, Congress will
allow the national debt to continue its upward
spiral, driving our Nation deeper into debt as
the annual interest payment to finance our
deficit spending continues to be the fastest
growing component of the Federal budget.

These rising interest payments, estimated to
be $339.1 billion in the current fiscal year,
coupled with the past inability of Congress to
set fiscal priorities and make the tough deci-
sions about which programs to fund and which
programs to eliminate, are the real threat to
older Americans, not the balanced budget
amendment.

Rather than cast the tough votes to cut
spending and reduce the reach of the Federal
Government required to get our fiscal house in
order, Congress has continued to spend now
and worry about the deficit later. The day of
reckoning, however, that | have long warned
about has arrived as our Nation faces a rising
mortgage payment on our Nation's debt. The
discipline imposed on Congress by a balanced
budget amendment will force the House and
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Senate to once and for all eliminate those pro-
grams our Government can no longer afford,
to permanently reduce spending and bring the
Federal budget into balance. This relieves the
future threat to the Social Security Program
because Congress will wean the Federal Gov-
ernment off American tax dollars by cutting
spending on programs, rather than by cutting
Social Security benefits or raising Social Secu-
rity payroll taxes.

There are those who say that the balanced
budget amendment should include a reference
to the Social Security trust fund. Just the op-
posite is true, however. By writing into the
Constitution an exemption for the Social Secu-
rity Program, Congress will leave a loophole to
shelter a whole host of other programs for
scrutiny. Congress could later move program
after program under the veil of the Social Se-
curity trust fund to provide protection from the
reach of the balanced budget amendment. In
the end, the fiscal integrity and independence
of the Social Security Program would be vio-
lated, not protected. Equally important, Con-
gress would once again avoid casting the
tough votes on those programs that are the
cause for our rising national debt.

s the founder and chairman of the bipartisan
Social Security Caucus, | have long led the
battle to preserve the long-term financial sta-
bility of the Social Security trust fund and en-
sure that the promised retirement benefits will
be available to current and future generations
of American workers. A constitutional amend-
ment to require a balanced Federal budget will
remove any incentives for Congress to tamper
with Social Security benefits, by finally forcing
Congress to make the tough decisions re-
quired to address the threat posed to all of us
by an ever-increasing national debt. Social Se-
curity is not the cause of our Nation’s growing
debt. It certainly should not be and will not be
a part of the solution as long as this Member
serves in the House.

Mr. Speaker, | support this legislation today
to reaffirm the commitment of this Congress to
protect the Social Security Program while at
the same time taking definitive action to elimi-
nate Federal deficit spending with the enact-
ment of a balanced budget constitutional
amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoLBE). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to know the legal effect of the res-
olution in front of us. Is it binding?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is not stating a parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. FATTAH. | am trying to under-
stand the distinction between a concur-
rent resolution as it is presently before
the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 44, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
current resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the concurrent resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
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present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-

sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 412, nays 18,

not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 40]

YEAS—412
Abercrombie Crapo Hansen
Ackerman Cremeans Harman
Allard Cubin Hastert
Andrews Cunningham Hastings (FL)
Archer Danner Hastings (WA)
Armey Davis Hayes
Bachus de la Garza Hayworth
Baesler Deal Hefley
Baker (CA) DeFazio Hefner
Baker (LA) DeLauro Heineman
Baldacci DelLay Herger
Ballenger Dellums Hilleary
Barcia Deutsch Hilliard
Barr Diaz-Balart Hinchey
Barrett (NE) Dickey Hobson
Barrett (WI) Dicks Hoekstra
Bartlett Dixon Hoke
Barton Doggett Holden
Bass Dooley Horn
Bateman Doolittle Hostettler
Becerra Dornan Houghton
Beilenson Doyle Hoyer
Bentsen Dreier Hunter
Bereuter Duncan Hutchinson
Berman Dunn Hyde
Bevill Durbin Inglis
Bilbray Edwards Istook
Bilirakis Ehlers Jackson-Lee
Bliley Ehrlich Jacobs
Blute Emerson Jefferson
Boehlert Engel Johnson (CT)
Boehner English Johnson (SD)
Bonilla Ensign Johnson, E.B.
Bonior Eshoo Johnson, Sam
Bono Evans Johnston
Borski Everett Jones
Boucher Ewing Kanjorski
Brewster Farr Kaptur
Browder Fawell Kasich
Brown (CA) Fazio Kelly
Brown (FL) Fields (TX) Kennedy (RI)
Brown (OH) Filner Kennelly
Brownback Flake Kildee
Bryant (TN) Flanagan Kim
Bryant (TX) Foglietta King
Bunn Foley Kingston
Bunning Forbes Klink
Burr Ford Klug
Burton Fowler Knollenberg
Buyer Fox Kolbe
Callahan Frank (MA) LaFalce
Calvert Franks (CT) LaHood
Camp Franks (NJ) Lantos
Canady Frelinghuysen Largent
Cardin Frisa Latham
Castle Frost LaTourette
Chabot Funderburk Laughlin
Chambliss Furse Lazio
Chapman Gallegly Leach
Chenoweth Ganske Levin
Christensen Gejdenson Lewis (CA)
Chrysler Gekas Lewis (GA)
Clayton Gibbons Lewis (KY)
Clement Gilchrest Lightfoot
Clinger Gillmor Lincoln
Clyburn Gilman Linder
Coble Gonzalez Lipinski
Coburn Goodlatte Livingston
Coleman Goodling LoBiondo
Collins (GA) Gordon Lofgren
Collins (IL) Goss Longley
Collins (MI) Graham Lowey
Combest Green Lucas
Condit Greenwood Luther
Conyers Gunderson Maloney
Cooley Gutierrez Manton
Costello Gutknecht Manzullo
Cox Hall (OH) Markey
Coyne Hall (TX) Martinez
Cramer Hamilton Martini
Crane Hancock Mascara

Evi-

Matsui Pickett Spence
McCarthy Pombo Spratt
McCollum Pomeroy Stark
McCrery Porter Stearns
McDade Portman Stockman
McDermott Pryce Stokes
McHale Quillen Studds
McHugh Quinn Stump
Mclnnis Radanovich Stupak
Mclntosh Rahall Talent
McKeon Ramstad Tanner
McKinney Rangel Tate
McNulty Reed Tauzin
Meehan Regula Taylor (MS)
Meek Reynolds Taylor (NC)
Menendez Richardson Tejeda
Metcalf Riggs Thomas
Meyers Rivers Thompson
Mfume Roberts Thornberry
Mica Roemer Thurman
Miller (CA) Rogers Tiahrt
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher Torkildsen
Mineta Ros-Lehtinen Torres
Minge Rose Towns
Mink Roth Traficant
Moakley Roukema Upton
Molinari Roybal-Allard Velazquez
Molloh